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MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 


Avaust 20 (legislative day, Auausr 1), 1951.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. Hayprn, from the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
submitted the following 


EPORT 
[Pursuant to S. Res, 250] 


The Committee on Rules and Administration, having received from 
the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections its report of the special 
hearing subcommittee on the 1950 election of a United States Senator 
for the State of Marvland, after considering and adopting the same, 
reports it to the Senate. 

A hearing ee a of the Subcommittee on Privileges and, 
Elections consisting of the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, 
chairman; the coo from Missouri, Mr. Hennings; the Senator from 
New Jersey, Mr. Hendrickson; and the Senator from Maine, Mrs. 
Smith, was appointed to investigate and hold hearings on complaints 
made with respect to the 1950 Maryland senatorial general election. 
The four Senators submitted their report to the full Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections, which report was unanimously adopted and 
favorably reported to the Committee on Rules and Administration. 
The report as finally adopted is as follows: 


I. Baste QuESTIONS 


The character of the complaints is essentially threefold: 
(1) The alleged defamatory nature of the campaign of John 
— ull Butler for United States Senator; 
The financial irregularities involved in the campaign; 
(3) The nature and extent of activities and influence of non- 
residents of Maryland in the senatorial campaign. 

Because of the inherent right under our system of government of 
2ach State to choose its representatives in Congress, this subcom- 
mittee believes that the Senate in the exercise of its constitutional 
right to be the judge of the qualifications of its Members must guard 
against usurping such right of each State and must require the 
strongest and most substantial evidence before unseating a Senator 
and nullifying the action of the electorate of a State. 

To proceed on any other basis would certainly establish a precedent 
which would make of the Senate, ad infinitum, the arbiter of every 
election dispute im every State of the Union in all succeeding national 
elections where senatorial seats are at stake. 
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The principal question for the subcommittee to decide on the basis 
of the facts developed and evidence adduced In its investigation and 
hearings is whether there are sufficient reasons te recommend that 
the Rules Committee determine to start de novo proceedings to 
unseat Senator John Marshall Butler. 

While the complaints filed with the subeommittee do not raise the 
issue of an election contest, the subcommittee does not wish to avoid 
meeting the basic question or to escape its re sponsibility of determining 
whether or not there are sufficient Yrounds to justify a recommenda- 
tion that Senator Butler be unseated. 

The basic issue is essentially one of what constitutes improper 
conduct on the part of the candidate or his official agents in a campaign 
for election to the United States Senate and to what degree such 
improper conduct transgresses ~_ legal and moral responsibilities of 
a candidate or his agents in order to justify declaring a seat vacant. 

Our answer, as respects John Massel Butler, is that the facts 
developed from the evidence before this aa (ata not sufficient 
mn our jud rment to recommend the unseating of Senator Butler 

This is not to say that we approve or condone certain acts and 
conduct in his campaign. To the contrary, we vigorously denounce 
such acts and conduct and recommend a study looking to ~ adoption 
of rules by the Senate which will make acts of defamation, slander, and 
libel sufficient grounds for presentment to the Senate for the purpose 
of declaring a Senate seat vacant. 

The distinction we draw is between the past and the future. It 

hope of this subcommittee that, while we do not believe as a 
matter of fairness that t an eX imple should he made of senator John 
Marshall Butler and establish a precedent in this case, we may set 
a course of conduct for future campaigns by wl ich all must abide and, 
having been put on notice, suffer the consequences for their wrongful 


The question of improper campaign conduct as a basis for unseating 
has through the vears been unmet and unanswered. And because it 
been unmet and unanswered, the acts and conduct of the Maryland 
campaign and in many other States throughout the vears have been 
condoned. That is not the exclusive fault of any candidate or any 
campaign manager. Rather it is the fault of the entire Senate itself 
not just the present Senate, but, as well, all preceding Senates. 

The only rule presently in effect in the United States Senate which 
defines standards relating to the right of a Member elected on the face 
of the returns whose right to a seat is challenged is derived from the 
Constitution of the United States and is as follows (art. I, see. 5): 


has 


Fach house shall be the judge of the elections, returns, and qualifications of its 
own members * * #4 

wo are no other statutory enactments, rules, standards of ethies, 

r laws undertaking to define the right of the Senate to deny a seat to 
any duly elected candidate. 

Thus no specific standards of improper campaign conducts or acts 
have been set up as guideposts. Only the provisions of the Federal 
Corrupt Practices Act exist and these deal principally with the financial 
phase of campaigning. Since no standards exist, it would be grossly 
unfair now to formulate those standards “after the fact”’ for retroactive 
application and unseat Senator Butler on the basis of those ‘after the 
fact’’ formulated standards. 
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To do so would have the effect of enacting a law and applying it 
reer That is in violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of 
the Constitution relating to ex post facto laws. 

Due to the absence of any spec ific rule by the Senate on the distine- 
tion between fair comment and political « lefamation in the conduc 
of a campaign to determine whether the campaign acts constitute 
grounds for unseating a Senator, the information developed by the 
subcommittee is not deemed sufficient for recommending action tor 
unseating Senator John Marshall Butler 

The detamation issue before this subcommittee IB a hoy one on 
the question of unseating. In the past the issues have usu 


with respect LO ballot frauds « yr excessive expenditures 


not involved publicity efforts aimed at damaging the reputation of 
the rival candidate and at creating and exploiting doubts about the 
loyalty to his country of an opposing candidate. Such campaign 
methods and tactics are destroying our system of free elections and 


undermine the very foundation of our Government 


These methods should be subject to constant and critical review 
by the Senate, and the power of the Senate should be invoked to 
unseat anv who by their campaign conduct demonstrate thei unfitness 


to sit in the United States Senat: 

But in the absence of any law or rules under which to deal effec- 
tively with the problem, no action for unseating based upon a campaign 
of defamation should, in our judgment, be taken until rules or stand- 
ards are provided by which candidates ean guide their conduct in 
Campaigns. 

In respect to the second matter complained of, namely the fin 
irregularitt S, there is no ¢ onclusive evidenee before this subeommittes 
that the candidate Butler resorted to or made use of excessive exp nad 
itures of money to corr ip larve seoments of the electorate wv hich wre 
find in preced nts rela ine to the fitness of a Senator in cases where 
the Senate has undertaken to pass upon the qualifications for 
membership 

If the financial irregularities in the Marvland elections of 1950 fall 


within the four corners of = Federal Corrupt Practices Act. these 
statutes a ippropriate penalties for violation—but beyond 
doubt the Fe« i Corrupt Peace s Act does not provid that the 
failure to properly report contributions ni { eXD ( S l | 


manner disclosed by the evidence in the Marvland case is justifiabl 


erounds for withdrawing thi privil ror a Senat seat 
: bs } Lie? a l at, 
] . . 
l| it] BI _ 
The findings of tye subcommittee ta nto {0 entezo! 2 oO] 
finances, (2) literature, (3) outside mnfluen and (4) Senator John 
> ] ri’ j i 
Marshall Butle Che Cui rors overlap in =| ly CO?! ered mM 
the interwoven relationship that thev have to each 
INANCI 
‘ ‘ . ~ ‘ } 
|. As a result of the investiga ma iY rs O th S ( nn - 
' a : 
tee, Jon Nl Jor kel, hh campalg er ot Sen oO B is peen 
17) laad omll { } | f { 
inchieted, ples d guiltv to, and nh se enced for. vio m ot the 





Marvlat nd election laws for failure to properly report contributions and 


expenditures in the Butler e¢ aM pau1en 
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2. Not only were substantial sums of contributions and expenditures 
not properly reported to Maryland authorities as required by law, but 
also a proper accounting was not made to the Secretary of the Senate 
as re ‘quired by the Federal Corrupt Practices Act. 

The reports of campaign treasurer Mundy and the record of ex- 
pe alias by campaign manager Jonkel by the evidence before this 
subcommittee exceed $75,000. Under the Federal Corrupt Practices 
Act, the limit for the State of Marvland is $14,166.96. Certain ex- 
emptions are provided for in the Federal law for personal, travel, or 
subsistence expenses; for stationery, postage, writing, or printing 
(other than for use on billboards or in newspapers); for distributing 
letters, circulars, or posters; and for telegraph and telephone services, 

The subcommittee has been unable to determine whether these 
exemptions would lower this amount reported to the legal limit pro- 
vided by law for the expenditures of the candidate’s official campaign 
organization. It is referring its hearings and files to the Department 
of Justice for study and such action it deems appropriate. 


Be LITERATURE 


1. It isnot possible to gage the effect of the tabloid “From the 
Record’’ on the outcome of the election. However, it is clear that 
it did have some effect. But it was not of dominant influence on 


the voters nor did the election turn on it alone. There were other 
potent factors including the State-wide feeling against the sales tax, 
the Republican trend in Maryland and the Nation as a whole and 
other factors that cannot be measured for exact effect, but which 
together gave candidate Butler a margin of 43,000 votes. 

The tabloid “From the Record’ contains misleading half truths, 
misrepresentations, and false innuendos that maliciously and without 
foundation attack the loyalty and patriotism not only of former 
Senator Millard Tydings, who won the Distinguished Service Cross 
for battlefie = { heroism in World War I, but also the entire membership 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee in 1950. 

2. Its pre mn ‘ation, publication, and distribution were the result of 
a combination of aoa including Senator Butler’s own campaign 
organization. 

The tabloid, disregarding simple decency and common honesty, 
was designed to create and exploit doubts about the loyalty of former 
Senator Tydings. 

4. It could never have been the intention of the framers of the 
first amendment to the Constitution to allow, under the guise of 
freedom of the press, the publication of any portrayal, whether in 
picture form or otherwise, of the character of the composite picture 
as it appeared in the tabloid ‘From the Record’’. It was a shocking 
abuse of the spirit and intent of the first amendment to the Con- 
stitution. 

The tabloid “From the Record’’ was neither published nor in 
fact paid for by a Young Democrats for Butler. Their alleged 
sponsorship for this public ‘ation Was nothing more than a false front 
organization for the publication of the tabloid by the Butler campaign 
headquarters and ovtsiders associated with 1 In the judgment of 
the subcommittee, this is a violation of the Kederal and State laws 
requiring persons responsible for such publications to list the organi- 
zations and its officers. 
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6. The pamphlet ‘Back to Good Old Dixie” was neither published 
nor paid for by the four Negro citizens listed as its sponsors. Use 
of the names of the four Negro leaders constituted nothing more than 
a false front for the publication of the pamphlet by the Butler cam- 
paign headquarters. In the judgment of the subcommittee, this is a 
violation of the Federal and State laws requiring persons responsible 
for such publications to list the organizations and its officers. 


C. OUTSIDE INFLUENCES 


1. Almost all of the charges against the conduct of Senator John 
Marshall Butler’s campaign can be attributed directly or indirectly 
to the acts and conduct of outside influences which were projected into 
the campaign. 

2. Jon M. Jonkel, the campaign manager of John Marshall Butler, 
as a legal resident of the State of Illinois and not a legal resident of 
the State of Maryland, was an “outsider” in the campaign in violation 
of the election laws of Maryland His appointment was originally 
recommended by the former executive head of the Washington 
‘Times-Herald. 

3. Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, of Wisconsin, was actively inter- 
ested in the campaign to the extent of making his staff available for 
work on research, pictures, composition, printing of the tabloid 
“From the Record.’”’ Members of his staff acted as couriers of funds 
between Washington and the Butler campaign headquarters in 
Baltimore. Evidence showed that some of the belatedly reported 
campaign funds were delivered through his office. His staff also was 
instrumental in materially assisting in the addressing, mailing, and 
planning of the picture post card phase of the campaign. 

4. Associated in the tabloid project was the Washington ‘Times- 
Herald through its then publisher, its then chief editorial writer, its 
then assistant managing editor, and other personnel of the paper. 
There is no specific proof of violation of any election laws by the 
Times-Herald newspaper unless the extremely low printing and 
composition charge that it made on the tabloid constitutes an indirect 
campaign contribution. 

5. The substantial part of the campaign funds listed belatedly by 
manager Jonkel came from outside the State of Maryland. These 
were in large sums of money for the most part and in some cases in 
the maximum allowed by law. These funds, which manager Jonkel 
described as being ‘“‘short-circuited’”” from the regular campaign 
treasurer, were used in a substantial amount to pay for the distribution 
of the tabloid ‘‘From the Record.” 


D. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER 


1. There is no specific evidence that candidate John Marshall Butler 
had full knowledge of the manner in which his campaign manager, 
Jon M. Jonkel, and others committed acts that have been challeng cd. 

2. But the hearings established beyond any doubt that Senator 
Butler gave blanket authority to Jon M. Jonkel who, in fact, was 
his campaign manager and operated the campaign headquarters 
and the entire campaign in the manner that Jonkel should decide. 
It was a matter of the campaign manager and the campaign head- 
quarters directing candidate Butler rather than candidate Butler 
directing the campaign manager and the campaign headquarters. 
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There is no specific evidence that Senator Butler had knowledge 
ok hs illegal manner in which his campaign manager handled the 
Butler campaign finances. 

t. The record is clear that S« nator Butler knew of plans for the 
publication of the tabloid “From the Reeord’’ and that he at least 
on one oceasion 5 days before election saw a copy of the tabloid. 
Senator Butler has never disavowed the tabloid. Further, after taking 


his Sent 


as Senator, the former chief editorial writer who supervised 
the preparation of the stories of the tabloid ‘‘From the Record’? was 
appointed his administrative assistant. 

5. Candidate Butler was fullv aware of the outside mfluences in his 
campaign. te knew that his campaign manager was not a legal 
igure bites aque hain esas, when eek me steapt cen este 
that a campaign manager be a legal resident of the State. \s one of 
the prominent lawyers of Maryland, Senator Butler can be presumed 
to know the election laws of his State—particularly since he was a 


} 
canaidate im an cleetion. 





OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 


Much of the 1950 Maryland senatorial campaign was in the regular 
and traditional American political pattern. And like any vigorously 
fought election, it had good and bad features that stand out. 

But the Maryland campaign was not just another campaign. It 
brought into sharp focus certain campaign tacties and practices 
that can best be characterized as one destructive of fundamental 
American principles. ‘The subcommittee unreservedly denounces, 
condemns, and censures these taecties 7 

+ his inv stigation has cle Ve lope a ample evidence that in the Butler 
election there were two campaigns within one. One was the dignified 

ront street” campal m conducted by candidate Butler m his speak- 


ing coverage of the State and in which that group of responsible 
citizens of Maryland who differed with candidate Tvdings on trad!- 
onal, historic, and basic beliefs operated On a reasonable, efhel 1e 
and decent plane The other was the despicable “hack street” type 
of campaign, which usually, if exposed in time, backfires. The 
“back street’? campaign conducted by non-Maryland outsiders was 
ot a form and pattern designed to undermine and destroy the publie 
faith and confidence in the basic American loyalty of a well-known 
figure. It followed a specific theme and course which has become, 


unfortunately, a means and weapon which strikes to destroy as 
sianpickonasly. walle rsive, rather than simply to defeat an issue 
It might be an exaggeration to call this “back street” campaign 


a “big le’ campaign. But it certainly is no exaggeration to call 
a‘ big doubt” campaign. In fact, the man who conceived and shaped 
the campaign along with other outside influences, the Butler campaign 


manager, Jon M. Jonkel, himself characterized the heart and theme of 
the campaign strategy as “exploiting the doubt.” 


Reference to the now infamous composite picture is hardiy necessary 
with the universal condemnation that it has received as a result of 
the subcommittee’s public hearings. It was even too odious for 
campaign manager Jonkel who told the subcommittee that he had 
disapproved of it. Even the members of the false front of Young 
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Democrats for Butler refused to defend it The Butler campaign 
treasurer, Cornelius P. Mundy, characterized it as ‘‘stupid, puerile 
and in bad taste.”’ Only its creators upheld it. 

While parts of the tabloid “From the Record” are well within the 
time-honored tradition of fair comment, other parts of the tabloid 
‘From the Record” are subject to severe censure. One story in the 
tabloid charged former Senator Ty lings and the Senat \rmed 
Services Committee with holding up arms to Korea and anothet 
SLOr\ with responsibilit for the high casualt Vy rate im Kore a. The r 
can be no question that these stories were designed to create an 
exploit doubt of the patriotism of former Senator T) dings. [In effect, 
they questioned not only the patriotism of former Senator Tydings 
but of the 12 other Senator members of that committee. The tmp! 
cations of such tactics as a threat to our American prine ples should 
be obvious and frightening. 

To a certain extent, any candidate for publie office and any publi 
officeholder must realize that he subjects himself to any and all kinds 
of attacks. More properly it would be said that he subj ts himself 
to every fair comment and criticism which can be made to his activities. 
And to be realistic, one must recognize that “fair comment’’ 1s so 
broad under our American freedom of speech and freedom of the 
press that it ene Oa a S many abuses. Surely the fine line sé parating 
fair comment and libelous defamation in campaign material is not 
easily drawn. 

But if the tabloid ‘‘From the Record” constitutes — comment” 
within the intent and meaning of the law, then surely the law must be 
changed and adequate Statutes enacted which would afford ( 


a andi- 
dates for publie office protection against wrongful and unfounded 
attack upon their lovalty and patriotism. 

If one candidate’s campaign chooses to inject into an American 
election the poison of unfounded charges and doubts as to alleged 


subversive leanings, this tends to destroy not only the character 
of the candidate who is its target, but also eats away like acid at 


the very fabric of American life. The right of disagreement is an 
inherent American right and privilege. But to recklessly imply to 
those with whom you disagree the taint , subversive leanings will 
rob democracy of its priceless heritage ¢ the roht LO make up 1ts 


mind as it sees fit. 

It is not a sufficient defense to sav “let the people themselves judge 
the ‘charges’.”’” The fact is that the people themselves are not in 
possession of sufficient reliable information upon which to judge 
irresponsible accusations of dislov: alty 

This subcommittee’s condemnation of the tabloid “From the 
Record” is to be leveled more at the “outside influences’? in the 
campaign and to his campaign organization than at candidate Butler 
himself. Surely candidate Butler erred in acts of omission, if not in 
acts of commission. In delegating complete authorit, to run his 
campaign to Jon Jonkel and to permit outsiders to take an active part 
in planning and urging mon them such a publication as ‘‘From the 
Record,’ we must conclude that candidate Butler was negligent in 
respect to certs In um plied responstbili les ot a candidate for hig h 
public office. 

Such negligence and obeisance cannot forever be a defense and a 
protective cloak against responsibility for the acts of agents. As a 


S. Rept. 647, 82-1 
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prominent lawver, Senator Butler must be fully cognizant of the 
import of the old saying under the law that “ignorance is no excuse.”’ 
Surely studied ignorance cannot be permitted to be an excuse. 

In delegating such complete and unequivocal power to conduct his 
campaign to his campaign manager Jon M. Jonkel, and through 
Jonkel to other outsiders, Senator Butler must accept some responsi- 
bility for acts alleged in his behalf by his agents. If these agents are 
to blame for censurable acts, then this delegation of authority to 
them by the candidate cannot excuse him from criticism. 

As we have pointed out before, Senator Butler can escape the legal 
responsibility for these acts of his agents, but there was a moral 
responsibility for keeping that part of the campaign planned and 
executed by his official campaign organization and their associates 


above the low level of ee the doubt” as to the lovalty and 
patriotism of former Senator Tydings. 
In view of the foregolng, a. subcommittes makes the following 


specific conclusions and recommendations 


|. The hearings very forcefully demonstrate the necessity for rules 
the procedures and standards for contesting the 
election of anv Senator because of acts ec mmitted in the conduct of 
his campaign and. for establishing standards or guldeposts for what 
sufficient grounds for unseating a Senator. 

he subcommittee strongly urges that the Rules Committee of the 
Senate adopt a rule of the Senate which will prescribe in unequivocal 
terms that the use of defamatory literature in a senatorial campaign 
will constitute good grounds for consideration by the Senate an action 


to be torn tlated on 


to declare such seat vacant. 

Z ny cag de should be established by the Senate to definitely 
fix by law the responsibility on the part of a candidate for the cam- 
palgn acts ie oie. 5 ‘tof his campaign manager and other authorized 
calpalen aides, 

}. Composite pict ‘tures such as that appearing in the tabloid ‘‘From 
the Record’ whic h falsely or maliciously misrepresent facts and with- 
out ju stification create and exploit doubt about the lovalty to his 


count of aon opposing candidate should be made legal unde the 
Pokonst election laws The state of Marvland, as a result of our 
hearings, has taken the lead in this respect as far as State election laws 
are concerned. 

The subcommittee recommends legislation outlawing all composite 
pictures in campaigns which would be designed Lo misrepresent or 
distort the facts regarding any candidate. In the drafting of such 
leg sl: atiol hn, Col nside ration sho. ild be clive nto? all type s of ‘ “Com posites,’ 


whe oie r they be newspaper ple tures, voice recordings, motion pictures, 
or an\ other means or medium of conve ving vl musre prese nting com- 
posite impression. 

These hearings underscore the desirability of requiring individual 
contributions of $100 or more to campaign funds of candidates and 
political parties to report their own contributions. Contributions in 
all election campaigns for Federal office should be required to be 
re ported by the contributor himself, as well as by the candidate and 
political party to a designated agency of the Federal Government. 

5. The question of unseating a Senator for acts committed in a 
senatorial election should not be limited to the candidates in such 
elections. Any sitting Senator, regardless of whether he is a can- 
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didate in the election himself, should be subject to expulsion by 
action of the Senate, if it finds such Senator engaged in practices 
and behavior that make him, in the opinion of the Senate, unfit to 
hold the position of United States Senator. 

6. Immediate studies should be undertaken to determine if prac- 

ticable and legal means can be found to identify to what extent 
powerful national groups or combination of forces under cover of 
anonymity are invading State elections. If means can be found to 
identify these powerful national groups before elections, the voters 
could then act on the basis of such correct information. 
7. The subcommittee is convinced from its findings in the Maryland 
case that extended studies of the Federal Corrupt Practices Act 
looking to a revision thereof, should be made at the earliest possibl 
moment. Such study should be made in all States where abuses of 
the election machinery has been noted 

Such studies shoul | j nelude means of enforcing the reporting of all 
campaign donations used in a candidate’s behalf. They should in- 
clude not only the donations to and expenditures by the candidate 
himself and his official campaign organization, but also all affiliated 
or supporting clubs or other organizations 

Since the limitations upon expenditures in the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act were set in 1925, many new and gear ana means of 


communication have come into common use as well as tremendous 
increases in costs of campaigning in other well-establishe ‘ senile 
Because of these necessary increased costs, the subcommittee feels 


that the formula for calculating the limits on donations and expendi- 
tures should be realistic and should reflect current costs and modern 


campaign techniques. Campaigns must always be limited to reason- 
able amounts and those amounts so set shot 1] | be enforceable. 

The present law, granting exemptions from the expenditure limits, 
on a large block of usual campaign expenditures, makes it almost 


impossible to determine with accuracy whether the legal limits have 
been violated. 

&. We s trong] urge that both major political parties take ac tion 
to establish st alee of fair campaigning and to officially condemn 
the use of unfounded charges of dislovalty or the use of any other cam- 
palgn tactics which without foundation cast doubt upon the patriotism 
or loyalty of competing candidates. The subcommittee feels that a 
continuing committee of eminent me mbers of both parties, working 
jointly for higher and cleaner standards of campaigning, can do as 
much as the enactment of laws to rid this Nation of abuses which ar 
re: “4 hing alarming proportions. 

The committee hearings and reports should be referred to the 
ieaimeatt of Justice and other appropriate authorities for study and 
appropriate action. 


SUMMARY OF THE RECORD 


At the general election tn the State of Maryland on November 7, 
1950, John Marshall Butler, Republican candidate for United States 
Senator, defeated Senator Millard EK. Tydings, Democrat, by a major- 
itv of 43,111 votes. Following this election, in mid-Dece mber 1950, 
Senator T'ydings presented written and oral charges to the chairman 
of the United States Senate Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections 





MARYLAND 


SENATORIAL I 


LECTION OF 


LO 


alleging unfair elect 
laws 





el ection 


ion practices and violation of F 
in the campaign of his suecessful opponent. 





1950 


ederal and State 
Following a 


preliminary investigation, the subcommittee unanimously determined 


that publie hearings le 

relating to certain aspects of the Butler 
‘Tydings complained. A 
public hearings commenced on February 


should be 
Cumpaign 
hearing subcommittee w 


2(). 


which continued until April 11, 1951, were 
hearing subcommitt consisting of Senators A. S 


chi in: Thoma 
Hendrickson (R 
Rt ‘pubhean 


Washineton. D. C 


Democrat, Oklahom: 
Missourt), Robert ¢ 
Margaret Chase Smith 


nite Ottic | 


LIV: 
‘an, 


( ‘hief COl 


> } 
runding, 


as appointed 


New 
\laine and were held in the sen- 


isel of the 


held to develop under oath evidence 


of whieh Senator 
and 


hese hearings, 


ed by 2 bipartisan 
| 
i 


\lonrons \ 
Democrat, 
Jersey 


subcom- 





; > \ ae ol ’ > ! 5 ‘ 
rhitte was | \ rd A. MeDermott and Ralph Ki. B Ker Was assistant 
> ‘ ] ; { ] } > OF 
| y the commencement of public h ines on January 195] 
4) ! | T { ‘ 
John Nla hail itte Vas aamilhistered 1} Orth rf | hited Stacves 
senat witho DD Lai le accorda ee witha LOLTLOUS resolu 
fron \ hic provides 
\ [cFat . Mr. Presid I ask una us consent that when the oath 
required e ( titution and prescribed by law is administered to Mr. John 
Mar Butler as a Senator from the State of Maryland for the term beginning 
i ul ; LOS] re i I ( ed to be witho prejudice either to 
) eco j ( i powe ot t Nel! Ate ) LiKe wiv action 1 May 
{ \ 1 prope pend he outeome of the nves igation now being 
ma the C'¢ r ee on Rule and Administration through a subcommittee 
Into the 1950 eleetion in said State 
i Vi PRI NT | here objec oO to the ( es | e ™ stor I yin 
\ , The ( " rie wd | » ordered (Co re ( Reeord, vol 
7 1-3-5] 
\t the opening session of these hearings on February 20, 1951, 
‘ } 1 . . 
Senator John Marshall Butler appeared before the hearing subcom- 
j é } ] ’ > 1 r ] 
mitt on a pomt Of so called personal privilege i. Dp, J While 
1 1 ’ > ] : 
the meht of Senator Butler to so appea qoes hot e@Xist as a matter of 


him LO his 


The 


relat 


I 
nrivile the subeommittee did rm 
Priviiere ie SsubcOTaMmitlee aid permit 


] 1 its 


and gave them 
arcument presented 


present 


theommittee 


the 


ration. 


Mr. Butler 


} 
CONSIC! 


by ing’ to con- 





titutional and legislative powers and procedures of the subcommittee 
and « e TO ll decision which provided, hi part, as follows 
| i ( oO raised ( co ( {s 1 Ve ireé wciing 
L e I, se », clause |, ¢ 1 (o tion W cl eads 
ea ill be the jud ( he el returns and qualificatio of its 
ete 
} R ( { e SE 1 ! r W eh the Committee o Ri S$ and 
Admir ion funetions, and of w h we are a pa provide clearly (rule NAV 
1) Nlatte rela ( e election of e President, Viee President 
! Vie ( . % ore ( pt practi ont ed elections: cred 1a and 
alnea Feder ul ectlo eneraiy I aie 11a iceessio! 
Vir. B erra Ss e que ion of the ype of ju liction and the na re of these 
W he Dp ts ¢ erning matters withit Lic n are filed witl S 
LI i I iken thereon, we have a threefold o ray 
| Lo de elop facts \ h might be er arv 11 he event of a contest 
aver Senate seat or to pern he Senate to decide whether a particular 
mo LLOT 3] ru ! ) sea ed or permitted to retal his seat 
») Where Lu 


the violation of Federal or State laws are 


enforeing agencies for appro- 


veloped, to refer those findings to proper lav 
priate actio wd 

s) ust e facts developed by the subcommittee in its investigation 
isa ba or recommending remedial and amendatory legislation. 





MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 lI 








On this basis, and in this attitude, we have appr d 
by preliminary investigation, have developed certa be 


presented In more detail, and under oat! , at this e% 


Senator Butler’s request for information as to what 





d, 
the nature of the testimony proposed to be offered al 1c¢ 
testimony has been anticipated and was unan)mous ee 
vesterday * * * ‘The list has been prepared and will be submitted to him 


(R., pp 12-14 
PRINCIPLES GOVERNING CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 


Prior to convening public hearings to develop, under oath, evidence 
relating to the campaign of Senator Butler, the bearing subcommittee 


‘} 
) 


of the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections unanimously adopted 
a& Statement of principles and procedures Lo by followed by it in 


conduct of such hearings. That statement provided: 
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VI. PRESERVATION OF RIGHTS OF SENATOR BUTLER 


It is the intention of this subcommittee, in the conduct of these hearings, to 
carefully preserve to Senator Butler all rights to which he is entitled. The 
allegations of the complaint of Millard k. Tydings make it possible that action 
may eventually be taken, by way of contest or otherwise, challenging the right 
of Senator Butler to retain his seat in the Senate. If such a contest or challenge 
should subsequently develop, it shall be tried de novo, and the Committee on 
Rules and Administration shall establish the procedure therefor. 


VII. HEARING PRINCIPLES 


The conduct of the hearings before this hearing subcommittee is to be governed 
by the following principles which have been unanimously adopted: 


A, Proper judicial decorum 


During these investigative hearings a proper judicial decorum shall at all times 
be maintained. The chairman shall maintain proper order in the hearing room 
and no persons shall be seated at the bench except the Senators participating in 
the hearings, their designated assistants, other Senators, subeommittee counsel 


and clerk 
B. Evidence 


The members of the hearing subcommittee shall determine the scope of the 
inquiry and shall decide all questions relating to the admissibility of evidence. 


(' Sworn testimony 


All testimony shall be taken under oath. 
D. Questioning of witnesses 
Witnesses shall be questioned only by members of the hearing subcommittee, 
chief counsel, and assistant counsel. Any witness appearing at the hearing may 
be accompanied by personal counsel but personal counsel shall not examine 
witnesses (R., pp 67-70). 
At the outset there are certain undisputed facts: 
(1) This is not an election contest. 
2) The defeated candidate did not challenge the seat in the United States 
Senate 
3) There is no contest of the election returns. 
(4) No proceedings were instituted in the State of Marvland in accordance 
with State law, section 168 of the annotated code as amended bv the acts of 
1945, chapter 934, of the Election Laws of Maryland, 


The testimony of 49 witnesses was received in public hearings; 
2 of those witnesses were also heard in executive session and 1 addi- 
tional witness was heard only in executive session. 


COMPLAINTS OF FORMER SENATOR MILLARD E. TYDINGS 


The previous complaints of Former Senator Millard E. Tydings to 
the subcommittee were repeated and expanded upon in his initial 
appearance before the hearing subcommittee on February 20, 1951. 
The statement of those complaints was prefaced with these remarks: 


At the outset, I want to make my position clear. First, I come to testifv at the 
invitation of the committee. Second, I have not and do not now ask that any 
specific action be taken upon the evidence adduced. That is a matter for your 
committee and the Senate to determine for themselves. 

I come as a private citizen, feeling it is my duty to disclose certain scandalous, 
scurrilous, libelous, and unlawful practices in the recent Maryland campaign for 
such action as you may deem appropriate. Also, I believe the evidence adduced 
will help in improving the election laws so that these despicable and illegal actions 
may not be repeated in Maryland or elsewhere in the Nation (R., pp 15-16). 
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Former Senator Tydings directed the attention of the hearing sub- 
committee to the following aspects of the Butler campaign: 


(1) The circulation of a four- page tabloid entitled “From the Record,’ alleg- 
edly “put out’’ by a front organization of the so-called Youn g Democrats for 


Butler * * * “paid for by the Butler campaign headquarters”’ his 
17, 21, 30). 
(2) Senator Tydings characterized the tabloid as “* * * conceived 


printed, and circulated in moral squalor by the dishonorable conspirators and 
perpetrators, who knew in advance it was a tissue of lies from beginning to end 
(R., p. 21 

(3) The use, in the tabloid “From the Record” of a composite photograph of 
Senator l'ydings and Earl Browder (R., pp. 29-30). 

t) The participation of Roscoe Simmons, a colored leader of Chicago, Il., 
in the campaign of John Marshall Butler (R., p. 41 
5) The wholesale use of funds in an illegal and irregular manner: and other 
financial irregularities (R., p. 42). 

(6) The “midnight ride’’ of William Fedder, a Baltimore printer, during which, 


it was alleged, representatives of Senator Joe McCarthy and others ‘ kidnaped 
Fedder Chicago gangland stvle’’ and subjected him to certain threats (R., p. 44). 

7) The participation of Fulton Lewis, Jr., a radio commentator, in the cam- 
paign of John Marshall Butler through his regular broadcasts carried by the 


Mutual Broadcasting System (R., p. 45). 

(8) The possible violation of District of Columbia Code, title 22, Criminal 
Offenses, chapter 23, defining the crime of criminal libel, in the publication of the 
tabloid ‘From the Record” and in the radio broadcasts of Fulton Lewis, Jr. 
(R., p. 61). 

The subcommittee, in its public hearings, directed its attention 
particularly toward the financial and literature aspects of the Butler 
campaign and the ‘outside influences’’ prominent therein. The sub- 
stantial quantum of evidence adduced in the hearings has been 
reviewed by this subcommittee and in this report it considers 

1. The financial aspects of the Butler campaign; 
2. The literature aspects of the campaign; 
3. Outside influences in the campaign; and 
4. Recommendations for remedial legislation. 


I. FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE CAMPAIGN 
CAMPAIGN TREASURER 


Incident to his campaign, John Marshall Butler duly appointed in 
writing and duly registered a campaign treasurer (R., p. 1200). 
That appointee, Cornelius P. Mundy, a practicing attorney residing 
in Baltimore, Md., served in that capacity throughout the primary 
and general election campaigns and, pending the conclusion of certain 
details of his office, at the time of these hearings still served in that 
capacity (R., p. 1200). As treasurer Mr. Mundy prepared and filed 
with appropriate authority the reports required of him by law 
(exhibits 77-78). In addition to the reports which he filed with the 
State of Maryland, Mr. Mundy filed with the Seapine of the United 
States Senate the financial reports required by the Federal Corrupt 
Practices Act. A review of those re ports, and his testimony before 
this subcommittee, indicates that Mr. Mundy accurately reported all 
contributions to the campaign of John Marshall Butler received by 
him and all expenditures made by him (R., p. 1205). However, sub- 
stantial contributions were received in the candidate’s campaign and 
substantial expenditures made in the campaign in excess of those 
reported by the treasurer. 
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CAMPAIGN MANAGER 


At the suggestion of and upon the recommendation of Mrs. Ruth 
McCormick Miller* (R., p. 992), then editor of the Washington 
Times-Herald, candidate Butler employed Jon M. Jonkel, hereinafter 
referred to as Jonkel, a resident of the State of Illinois, as a principal 
in his campaign (R., pp. 431, 436). Jonkel was originally employed 
as ‘‘publicity agent” but, by his own admission, and by the testimony 
of other witnesses, he was in fact the “manager” of the Butler cam- 
paign (R., pp. 482, 466). Included in his duties were the employment 
of campaign headquarters personnel, solicitation of contributions to 
the campaign, writing of speeches for the candidate, preparation of 
newspaper and radio advertising, preparation of and production of 
printed campaign materials, and liaison with other political organ- 
izations. It has been established that the broad authority which he 
exercised was with the full approval of the candidate, Mr. Butler 
(R., p. 1751). At no time was this subcommittee advised of any 
decision of Jonkel that was overruled by the candidate or of woyv 
action by him which was disapproved by Mr. Butler. The evidence 
is that Jonkel’s authority in the campaign was extensive and exercised 
without question or restriction. 

At the time of his employment by Mr. Butler, Jonkel was operating 
his own public-relations business in Chicago, Ill. (R., p. 433). In 
addition to this experience, valuable in any campaign, Jonkel had 
previously participated as a volunteer in other political campaigns 
(R., p. 436). Subsequent to his employment by the candidate and 
his committee, Jonkel moved temporarily to Maryland, remaining 
there until shortly following the election on November 7, 1950. 
Prior thereto and during his temporary residence in Maryland during 
the campaign, he was a legal resident of the State of Illinois. 


HEADQUARTERS PERSONNEL 


On orabout July 18, 1950, following a conference with the candidate, 
Mr. Butler, Mrs. Bertha Adkins, Republican national committee- 
woman, Robert Bonnell, chairman of the Republican State committe: 
on finance, and others in the office and in the presence of Ruth Me- 
Cormick Miller (R., p. 438), Jonkel, in behalf of Mr. Butler, com- 
menced his activities in the State of Maryland (R., p. 450). Separate 
campaign headquarters for the John Marshall Butler for Senator 
campaign were established in the Lord Baltimore Hotel in Baltimore, 
Md., where other Republican campaign headquarters were also 
located (R., p. 449). Headquarters personnel was employed by 
Jonkel. Following Mr. Butler’s successful primary campaign, the 
headquarters took over management of his general election campaign. 
In addition to paid full-time and part-time workers in campaign head- 
quarters, a volunteer worker, Catherme Van Dyke, a resident of 
Maryland, assumed the responsibilities of office manager (R., pp. 451, 
457 All activities of the campaign identified with the candidate’s 
campaign heredquarters were under the direct Supervision of Jonkel, 
assisted by Mrs. Van Dyke (R., pp. 1780, 1790, 1791 


°M Ruth McCormick M referred to in this report, now Mrs. Ruth Me¢ 
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FINANCIAL REPORTS 


The report filed by treasurer ina with the clerk of the circuit 
court in Baltimore City, as required by law, reflected contributions 
to the general election campaign in the amount of $42,328.61. There 
was also re ported loans amounting to $17,500. Disburse ments durmg 
the campaign totaled $36,572.70 and unpaid campaign bills amounted 
to $13,116.24, and notes totaling $17,500. Candidate Butler person- 
ally contributed $2,500 to his campaign. 


NONREPORTED EXPENDITURES 


In the course of the preliminary investigation conducted by this 
subcommittee prior to the commencement of public hearings, facts 
were developed indicating substantial campaign disbursements not 
reported in the sworn report of the treasurer as required by law. 
The prine ipal evidence of these nonreported expenditures appeared 
in the account of National Advertising Co., a Baltimore, Md., print- 
ing firm which printed and distributed a substantial quantity of But- 
ler’s campaign literature. While the sworn filed report of Butler’s 
treasurer indicated a total disbursement to National Advertising Co 
in the amount of $5,138.80, the records of the printer show that, at 
the time of the hearing, payments totaling $18,099.59 had been made 
to the printer by the John Marshall Butler campaign (exhibit 9). A 
similar situation was discovered in the accounts of other firms and 
agencies who did work or performed services in connection with cam- 
paign printing and advertising. For example, Marshall Hawks Ad- 
vertising Agency, Baltimore, Md., janatwid the sum of $10,636.17 
from the Butler campaign committee (R., p. 1090) as contrasted with 
total disbursements of $5,136.17 to this er mi as reported by Treas- 


urer Mundy (exhibit 77). Of the total sum received by him, Mr. 
Hawks age ots there was a cash payment of $2,490 (R., p. 1092 
Similarly, National Re ‘pub lic Publishing Co., Washington, D. C., for 


» ] 
| 
i 


printing services, was paid $2,174.39 (R., p. 1100) by the Butler cam- 
paign committee, of which sum $974.39 was paid in cash on Novem- 
ber 14, 1950 (R., p. 1102) and the balance semen by “two or 
three checks” (R., p. 1100), not drawn by Mr. Mundy, the campaign 
treasurer. No cea nts to National Re publie Publishing Co. were 
reported by Dw treasurer in his sworn report of disbursements (exhibit 
77). East Capitol Addressing, a direct mail service in Washington, 
1). C.. Was paid in eXCeSS of SL.900 for addressing post cards 1} CONn- 
nection with Mr. Butler’s campaign (R., p. 1114), none of which was 
received from or reported by Tre — r Mundy. 

In each instance, except East Capitol Addressing, the payments 
received by the campaign creditor in excess of payments reflected in 
the report of the campaign treasurer were received from the head- 
quarters of the candidate and from either Jonkel or Mrs. Van Dyke. 
In certain instances the actual delivery of the nonreported payment 
was by messenger (R., p. 1102), but the source of the funds was the 
campaign headquarters (R., p. 1108 
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NONREPORTED CONTRIBUTIONS 


One week following the commencement of public hearings by this 
subcommittee and following the original testimony of former Senator 
Millard E. Tydings on February 27, 1951, Senator Butler filed with 
the chairman of the hearing subcommittee a copy of a supplemental 
report which he had the previous day filed with the Secretary of the 
Senate (exhibit 386). This report, dated February 26, 1951, consisted 

fa COP) of a letter of that date addressed by Jonkel to treasurer 


a) 
Mundy, reporting for the first 


ime contributions to the campaign 


{ 
in the total sum of $27,100. This additional sum, not previously 


reported, was never filed with or reported to appropriate authority 
e Pp 1 ! r ‘ _ 
in the State of Maryland. The supplemental report listed con 
tributions Aas follows 

Senator Owen Brew r of Maine £1. 000 
\I ( Nou ) f Oklaho 1 5 ooo 
MIrs. Clint Mur mn of Oklahoma 5. 000 
Mr. Ji Porter of lexa 5, 000 
\] La (1a eV « \I ota ne } 
Mr. Aly Benth f Washington, D. ¢ 5, 000 
Mr. J. D. ‘ eman of Virginia 1. 000 
Mr. J. § MeGarra of Washington, D. C 1, OOO 
Nir Marcell lu-Pont of Washinetor 3.4 SOO 
[r. Bruce Baird of Washington, D. ¢ 100 


SHORT-CIRCUITING TECHNIQUE 


In explanation of his failure to report the contributions, Jonkel 
1 } 


described in his testimony before this subcommittee a technique 
identified by him as ‘‘short circuiting” 


Mr. McDermort. Is that what vou mean by short-circuiting technique? 


What is that agair is short-cireuiting business? 

Mr. JonKeEL. Well, vou call it a technique [I would call it an expediency 

If a eck came in, instead of sending it to Mr. Mundy and Mr. Mundy d 
positil t, and then we would have to draw back to pay somebody, instead of 


loing that, if Mr. Fedder came in, or any other person, I don’t know who t 
vere ad infinitum, awav back down the line, if they were standi: 

ere, and if they insisted that if they did not have some money they would not 
mail things that were ready to be mailed, or we would not get things to be given 


o the workers, or we would go off the air, | would give them check 





pavment to keep them off mv neck, [rant ly. 


Mr. McDermorr. So some of the campaign funds which were received i 
Mr. Butler’s campaign headquarters were not transmitted to the official campaig 
treasurer, is that correct? 

Mr. JONKEI Chat is right. 

Mir Mi DERMOTT. Well, now, had vou had oeeasion to consult the requirements 
of the Maryland election law on that short-circuiting procedure? 

Mr. JonKeL. I don’t know if I knew about it or not. I really don’t. 

Mr. McDermorr. You did not inquire as to what the law of the State of 
Marvland said with reference to the handling of campaign funds? 

Mr. JoNKEL. No: I did not a. pp. 1H0-461 


The testimony of various witnesses indicates that the contributions 
listed above were delivered to or received by Jonkel in the campaign 
headquarters of candidate Butler during the campaign. Upon receipt 
of these contributions and without delivering them to the campaign 
treasurer or reporting their receipt to the treasurer, Jonkel endorsed 
the checks or drafts and disbursed the proceeds (R., p. 930 





Treasurer Mundy 
headquarters personnel of the 1 i rements of Mary and law \ } 


f 
a 
f 
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reference to the handling of funds: 
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Senator H vines. He may ha re rt able 
did or whether he did not? 
Mir. JONKEL. I am not al to! ( ! O, SII 
Senator HENNINGS. Do vou mea O 8 hat Mr. Mundy advised vou as 
the matter of law, as the treasurer of a campaign and a suished lawver of 
Baltimore City, and that you do not reea etting anv such instructi r 


him, Mr 

Mr. JoNKEL. I will put it another way, Senator Maybe this is the answ 
you want 

Senator HeNNIN« No, it is not at auswer I want I want vour answer 
That is what this committee war 


Jor Kf 1? 


Mr. JonKken. I think maybe if I say this wav—mavbe I will sav it this way 


He may have said something to me and it may have left such a little impressi 
on me at the time that [ do not remember it now 
Senator HeENNiNGS. You have no recollection of any conversatior 


Mr. Mundy cautioned you as to violating the law? 
Mr. JoNKEL. No, sir: I do not 


Senator HENNINGS. You would not sav that he did not caution vou? 
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Mr. JonKeL. No, I could not. If I do not have any recollection, I could not 
say he did not. 


Senator HENNINGs. Thank you (R., pp. 534-! 


IO). 
In certain instances these funds were commingled with personal funds 
and deposited in Jonkel’s personal bank account (R., p. 581). No 
accurate record of contributions so handled was maintained (R., p. 
527). Likewise no accurate record of sums so distributed was main- 
tained and no report of such disbursement was ever made to the 
campaign treasurer (R., pp. 481-482). This proeedure which is ad- 
mitted by Jonkel is amply confirmed by other testimony in the record. 
Jonkel testified that, particularly in the last 10 days preceeding the 
general election, when he was being pressed by campaign creditors, 
he frequently endorsed campaign contributions in the form of cheeks 
or drafts and turned them over to creditors as payments on account 
R., p. 527 In some instances these contribution checks were cashed 
and “‘split six or seven ways.’’ He admits that no record of the trans- 
actions was maintained and that at best he may have “noted” the 
amount of the contribution on a slip of paper: 


Senator Hy: NNINGS. Mr. Jonkel, when these contributions that wou tell ws about 
in your letter, in your letter to Mr. Mundy of February 26, came in, did you make 


any record, any temporary record of them anywhere’ 

Mr. JonkeL. Well, I assume, Senator, that they were being recorded in the same 
} 1 of a system that we had set up [ remember making notes myself to make 
sure they were, little paper notes that I would put on my desk on a spindle. I 
lon’t remember following through on them [ just thought that somebody in the 


office was saying ‘‘that such and such a date we reeeived a check from Mr. Murchi- 
son, and we used it to pay bills’’ (R., p. 476). 
He dia not know what subsequently became of the notation but ad- 
mitted the contributions were not reported to the campaign treasurer, 
Mr. Mundy (R., pp. 481-482). The only evidence of the extent of 
this practice and the total sum of money so handled is Jonkel Le 
tion several months following the conclusion of the camparn Che 
treasurer denied any knowledge of the receipt of any funds not included 
in his sworn report (R., pp. 1205-1206). : 
Incident to this “short circuiting’? procedure certain contributions 


} 
= recollec- 


} 
in laree amounts were reduced to cash and the eash in turn disbursed 
R., pp. 1813, 960). It has been impossible to determine the extent 
of the cash disbursements or the purposes for which such cash was 


expended 


\ir McDermorr. * * * You indicate, I take it, that some and perhaps 
many of these contributions which you list in your letter of February 26 to M1 
Mundy were cash Now in these hearings of this subcommittee we have been 
inable to trace much of that cash. Can you give us any more informafion on 
that i 

Mr. Jonxen. If I gave the impression that some or many, as VOU Say, of the 

yntributions were cash, I did not mean to do that I do not remembe ra majority 
of $27,000, even a third of $27,000 or a quarter of it bein in cash. That wou I 
he a tremendous amount of money in eash considering that most of the funds that 


l am talking about came from out of State gt : 
I did sav this, and I know that I said this, that we cashed most of these checks 
en thev came il Thev were made out to me in all instances They were 


; r ~< har thar 

We cashed them so we could use them in as many ways as possible rather than 
vive anv one man Mr. Fedder, for instance, could have used the whole $10,000 
check according to his lights I cashed it and used the money. I cut it up into 


se ther 


as many places as possible in order to get us through another day or an 

<b ile le <b 

2 days’ operation. a) . 
Mr. MecDermorr. And I understand that there is no record available as ta 


c ach Peedsc of ASA VaAPriols 
what disposition was made of the cash proceeds of these variou 








MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 LY 


Mr. JoNKEL. I think there is a splendid record because in Mr. Mundy’s report 
he lists expenditures or payments of X dollars to some of these peopl Cheir 
books show that they were paid twice or three or four X’s. Obviouslv. the 
money was paid to them. ‘That is a very good record to me 


Mr. McDermorr. That accounts for that portion of it at least (R., pp. 1827 
1828). 


mf 


and no information was made available to the subcommittee which 
would permit it to determine the nature or extent of these dealings in 
eash in connection with the campaign. In his testimony Jonkel 
states that in addition to payments to regular and legitimate creditors 
for materials and services, cash in excess of S2.000 was exper nded 
him to precinct workers and others as election day expenses (R., pp. 
2762, 2769) 


No record of these transactions in cash was maintained (R., p. 527 


THE BENTLEY CONTRIBUTION AND “REX LEE’? ACCOUNT 


Prior to the general election on November 7, 1950, Miss Jean 
Kerr, a resident of the District of Columbia, research assistant to 
Senator Joseph McCarthy, arranged a dinner party at her residence 
in Washington, which included Alvin Bentley, a former employee of 
the State Department, Mrs. Bentley, and vonkel. A few days subse- 
quent to that meeting between Bentley and Jonkel, Bentle y after a 
conversation with Mr. Butler (R., pp. 489-509), delivered to Robert 
Kk. Lee, at that time employed as minority clerk to the le Appro- 
priations Committee, Bentley’s check in the amount of $5,000, dated 
October 30, 1950, and drawn on the Manufacturer’s National Bank 
of Detroit payable to “Butler for Senator Club” (R., p. 1122; exhibit 
71). Jonkel endorsed the check and returned it to Lee (R., p. 1157 
The following day, October 31, 1950, this check was used to open an 
account in the National Capital Bank, of Washington, D. C. (R., 


p. 1124). 
The account was opened in the name of Mrs. Rex Lee, wife of 
Robert E. Lee (exhibit 74). This contribution was not reported to 


the campaign treasurer nor was the disbursement of the funds reported 
to him. The contribution was first reported in the supplemental 
report of Jonkel dated February 26, 1951, and the actual disposition 
of all the funds has never been accurately determined. A iekatantial 
portion of the funds was disbursed in connection with a post-card 
project (R., p. 1129) which will be treated generally later in this 
report, an activity originated and handled primarily by employees 
of Senator McCarthy and supervised by Mrs. Lee. 

Subsequent to the eriginal a ‘posit on November 3, 1950, two addi- 
tional checks totaling $1,000 were deposited to the Rex Lee account. 
These deposits were a check in the amount of $500 drawn by Douglas 
B. Marshall on the Second National Bank of Houston, Tex., dated 
October 31, 1950, payable to “Butler campaign committee” (R., 
p. 1125, exhibit 72), and a check in the amount of $500 drawn by 
Daniel C. Gainey on the First National Bank of Owatonna, Minn., 
dated November 1, 1950, payable to ‘““Treasurer, Butler campaign 
committee” (R., p. 1126, exhibit 73). Each of these drafts was 
endorsed by Jonkel with the restriction “payable to Rex Lee’’ and 
deposited in the National Capital Bank as indicated. These con- 
tributions to the Butler campaign were likewise unreported until 
Jonkel’s supplementary report of February 26, 1951. 
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There is no testimony to support the conclusion that all contribu- 
tions to the Butler campaign have been reported. To the contrary, 
the testimony shows failure on the part of the candidate’s headquarters 
staff fo maintain accurate, adequate, or complete records of contribu- 


tions received or expenditures made 


MRS. RUTH M’CORMICK MILLER CON rRIBUTION 


\Mirs. Ruth MeCormick Miller, by check dated November 3, 1950, 
drawn on a joint account in the Continental Illinois National Bank in 
the amount of $5,000, payable to John Marshall Butler (exhibit 18), 
made a “loan” to the candidate’s campaign. It was so reported by 
tre l \iundy Chis cheek was ps rsonally endorsed by the eandi- 
aate nd subse que ntly paid to National Advertis ne Co. and credited 
by it to the candidate’s campaign account for printing, No report 
of this disbursement was made by the campaign treasurer although 
he did report the loan. Mrs. Miller, in her testimony, stated she 
regarded the loan as a contribution to the candidate’s campaign 
K., p. 995 

in many instances contributions to the candidate’s campaign, in- 

cluding the majority of those listed for the first time in the supple- 
mental report of the candidate filed March 26, 1951, were by check 
payable to “John Marshall Butler campaign” or some such similar 
pavee designation. Checks so drawn were endorsed on behalf of the 
candidate by Jonkel (R., D. 527 





fos C.. 1 TUTTLE TRANSACTION 


In his testimony before this subcommittee, Mr. Mundy, campaign 


‘asurer, stated 


Mr. MceDermorr. In your report, your general election report, that vou filed, 
mended, you show that vou received a loan of $8,300 from a Mr. C. E. Tuttle 
campaign fund. Has any portion of that loan been repaid at this time? 

Mr. Munpy. Yes sir Before you ealled nm vesterday saving that I could 

lay instead of next week, I had decided to pay 50 percent dividends, so 

peak, from my account I had some, I think about $10,009, in there vesterday, 

I decided to pay Mr. Tuttle half of $8,300, $4,150, I think—my bad math- 

mat and Mr. Levering, half of his, which was $4,200, so I checked out to 

\I ] ! $2,100 I knew that I was coming over here, and I considered 

f ivments perfectly proper, so the checks went out of my office vesterday. 

Mr. McDermorr. Well, the payments are perfectly proper, Mr. Mundy, and 
fact that 50 percent of both of those loans have been repaid. 

Mr. Munpy. Yes, sir: that is true R., p. 1212 


This phase of the financial aspect of the campaign involves a 
matter that was developed by preliminary investigation prior to the 
appointment of the present subcommittee and was not covered in 
the public hearings nor was sworn testimony adduced concerning it. 
In his report filed with the clerk of the circuit court of Baltimore 
City covering receipts and disbursements made in connection with 
the general election on November 7, 1950, treasurer Mundy included 
in the itemization of “unpaid bills” the followimg entry: ‘Loan, 
Mercantile Trust Co., $12,500” (exhibit 77). 

Inquiry into the circumstances of this transaction disclosed that 
the entry was incorrectly reported and it was subsequently amended. 
Actually the $12,500 which was made available to the campaign 
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treasurer represented a loan from two individuals. Arthur Levering, 
vice president of the Mercantile Trust Co. in Baltimore, Md., made 
a loan of $4,200, and C. E. Tuttle, 31 Mount Vernon Place, Baltimore. 
Md., made a loan of $8,300 to the campaign. Previously, as reported 
in the Mundy report filed with clerk of the circuit court, Tuttle had 
made a personal contribution of $3,000 to the general election cam- 
paign of Mr. Butler. That contribution was reported in_ the 
treasurer's sworn report as having been received from the “C. E 
Tuttle committee.’ When interviewed concerning this transaction, 
however, Mr. Tuttle indicated that he made a personal contribution 
of $3,000 and that all the funds were his own. He stated that there 
was no committee and no one else provided any portion ol those 
funds. He was insistent that he was entitled to full and exclusive 
credit for that contribution. 

Mr. Mundy testified 50 percent of the Tuttle loan of $8,300 has 
been repaid. If it is a fact that the original $3,000 contribution was a 
personal contribution of C. E. Tuttle, rather than a committee contri- 
bution, he has contributed a total of $7,300 to the general election 
campaign of John Marshall Butler. 

The subcommittee is of the opinion that this matter should be 
transmitted to the Department of Justice for such action as it deems 
appropriate. 


Il. Lirerarure PHASES OF THE CAMPAIGN 


In the campaign of John Marshall Butler a large quantity of cam- 
paign literature was printed and distributed. The literature for the 
most part consisted of pamphlets, circulars, advertisements, and signs 
of a type common to senatorial campaigns in other States and bevond 
criticism. The bulk of this literature, published and distributed in 
accordance with law, was considered by this subcommittee and found 
unobjectionable. Two plreces ot literat Ire were, howeve thre subject 
of extensive consideration: 

1. A tabloid newspaper called “From the Record” (exhibit 1 
and 
2. A pamphlet titled “Back to Good Old Dixie” (exhibit 6 


frHE TABLOID ‘‘FROM THE RECORD” 


In the latter days of the campaign 303.206 copies of a four-page 
tabloid newspaper titled “From the Record” were circulated and dis- 
tributed in the State of Maryland by mail to box holders and by hand 
distribution in Baltimore and other urban communities within the 
State (exhibit 5). Additional copies of the tabloid were distributed to 
voters al polling places on the day of ele tion Inelud d in the tabloid, 
in the lower left-hand corner of page 4, was a composite photograph 
of John Marshall Butler’s opponent in the campaign, Senator Millard 
KE. Tydings, and Communist leader Earl Browde1 Beneath the 
composite picture was this caption: 


Communist leader Earl Browder, shown at left in this eomposit yicture, Was a 
star witness at the Tydings committee hearings, and was cajoled into say Owe 
Lattimore and others aecused of dislovalt were tf 1 s Tyvd 
(right) answered, “Oh, thank you, sir.’”’ Browder testified in the b interests of 


those accused, naturally (exhibit 1 
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There 1s no testimony to support the conclusion that all contribu- 
tions to the Butler campaign have been reported. To the contrary, 
the testimony shows failure on the part of the candidate’s headquarters 
staff to maintain accurate, adequate, or complete records of contribu- 
tions received or expenditures made 


MRS. RUTH M’CORMICK MILLER CONTRIBUTION 


Mrs. Ruth MeCormick Miller, by check dated November 3, 1950, 
drawn on a joint account in the Continental Illinois National Bank in 


the amount of $5,000, payable to John Marshall Butler (exhibit 18), 


és] pie | a ae 4 y . ; ] ’ 

mit a oan to the candidate’s campaign. It was so re ported by 
tre i Niundy. This cheek was personally endorsed by the eandi- 
date and subsequently paid to National Advertising Co. and credited 
t to the candidate’s campaign account for printing. No report 

f 4} lic} . { by | jot) tr ‘or Ith } 

0 hs disbursement was made by the Campaign treasurer aithough 


he did report the loan. Mrs. Miller, in her testimony, stated she 
regarded the loan as a contribution to the candidate’s campaign 
i p. 995 

In many instances contributions to the candidate’s campaign, in- 
cluding the majority of those listed for the first tume in the supple- 
mental report of the candidate filed March 26, 1951, were by check 
payable to ‘John Marshall Butler campaign’ or some such similar 
pavee designation. Checks so drawn were endorsed on behalf of the 


candidate by Jonkel (R.., p. et | 


THE C. E. TUTTLE TRANSACTION 


In his testimony before this subeommittee, Mir. Mundy, campaign 


= ; e 
reasurer, stated: 


N MeDermorr. In your report, your general election report, that vou filed, 
led, vou show that vou received a loan of $8,300 from a Mr. C. E. Tuttle 

the campaign fund. Has any portion of that loan been repaid at this time? 
Mr. Munpy. Yes sir Before you called me vesterday saying that I could 
today instead of next week, I had decided to pay 50 percent dividends, so 
speak, from my account I had some, I think about $10,009, in there vesterday, 
and I decided to pay Mr. Tuttle half of $8,300, $4,150, 1 think—my bad math- 
atic and Mr. Levering, half of his, which was $4,200, so I checked out to 
Mr. Levering $2,100 I knew that I was coming over here, and I considered 
rents perf. etly proper, so the cheeks went out of my office vesterday 
Mr. McDermorr. Well, the payments are perfectly proper, Mr. Mundy, and 

fact that 50 pereent of both of those loans have been repal ;. 
Mr. Munpy. Yes, sir; that is true R., p. 1212). 


This phase of the financial aspect of the campaign involves a 
matter that was developed by preliminary investigation prior to the 
appointment of the present subcommittee and was not covered in 
the public hearings nor was sworn testimony adduced concerning it. 
In his report filed with the clerk of the circuit court of Baltimore 
City covering receipts and disbursements made in connection with 
the general election on November 7, 1950, treasurer Mundy included 
in the itemization of “unpaid bills” the following entry: “Loan, 
Mercantile Trust Co., $12,500” (exhibit 77). 

Inquiry into the circumstances of this transaction disclosed that 
the entry was incorrectly reported and it was subsequently amended. 
Actually the $12,500 which was made available to the campaign 
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treasurer represented a loan from two individuals. Arthur Levering 
vice president of the Mercantile Trust Co. in Baltimore, Md., made 
a loan of $4,200, and C. E. Tuttle, 31 Mount Vernon Place, Baltimore. 
Md., made a loan of $8,300 to the campaign. Previously, as reported 
in the Mundy report filed with clerk of the circuit court, Tuttle had 
made a pe ‘rsonal contribution of $3,000 to the general election cam- 
paign of Mr. Butler. That contribution was — in the 
treasurer's sworn report as having been received from the “C. E 
Tuttle committee.’ When interviewed concerning thie transaction, 
however, Mr. Tuttle indicated that he made a personal contribution 
of $3,000 and that all the funds were his own He stated that there 
was no committee and no one else provided any portion ol those 
funds. He was insistent that he was entitled to full and exclusive 
credit for that contribution. 

Mr. Mundy testified 50 percent of the Tuttle loan of $8,300 has 
been repaid, If it is a fact that the original $3,000 contribution was a 
personal contribution of C. E. Tuttle, rather than a committee contri- 
bution, he has contributed a total of $7,300 to the general election 
campaign of John Marshall Butler. 

The subcommittee is of the opinion that this matter should be 
transmitted to the Department of Justice for such action as it deems 
appropriate. 


Il. Lirerature PuHasts oF THE CAMPAIGN 


In the campaign of John Marshall Butler a large quantity of cam- 
paign literature was printed and distributed. The literature for the 
most part consisted of pamphlets, circulars, advertisements, and signs 
of a type common to senatorial campaigns in other States and beyond 
criticism. The bulk of this literature, published and distributed in 
accordance with law, was considered by this subcommittee and found 
unobjectionable. Two pieces ot lite rature were, howeve r, the s ubje cl 
of extensive consideration: 

1. A tabloid hewspaper called “From the Record” (exhibit 
and 
2. A pamphlet titled “Back to Good Old Dixie” (exhibit 6 


THE TABLOID “‘FROM THE RECORD” 


In the latter days of the campaign 303,206 copies of a four-page 
tabloid newspaper titled ‘‘From the Record” were circulated and dis- 
tributed in the State of Maryland by mail to box holders and by hand 
distribution in Baltimore and other urban communities within the 
State (exhibit 5). Additional copies of the tabloid were distributed 1 
voters at polling places on the day of election. _ Ineluded in the t abinid: 
in the lower left-hand corner of page 4, was a composite photograph 
of John Marshall Butler’s opponent in the campaign, Senator Millard 
KE. Tydings, and Communist leader Earl Browder. Beneath the 


composite picture Was this caption: 


Communist leader Earl Browder, shown at left in this composit yiceture, Was a 
star witness at the Tydings committee hearings, and was ecajoled into saving Ow 
Lattimore and others accused of dislovalty were not Con inists Tvdir 
right) answered, “Oh, thank you, sir.”’ srowder testified in the best inters 


those accused, naturally (exhibit 1 
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In this —— Senator Tydings was shown in close physical 
proximity to Karl Browder, Communist leader. The photograph: as 
it appeared in the tabloid depicted the two individuals in intimate 
conversation, with Senator Tydings an interested and attentive lis- 
tener to remarks of Mr. Browder. The photograph, while identified 
as a composite in the ¢ Opy beneath it, was so prepare das to create an 
immediate impression to the viewer that it was an actual photograph 
of the individuals pictured. Senator T'vdings in his complaint to this 
subcommittee and in his testimony before it indicated that this photo- 
graph was injurious to his candidacy and created a false and erroneous 
impression of his relationship with Browder (R., pp. 30-31). Miss 
Jean Kerr, an employee of Senator McCarthy, described the com- 
posite picture as “a lazy man’s way of doing it. They should have 
used the testimony” (R., p. 2624). Other witnesses who testified 
before the subcommittee suggested that the photograph did not ad- 
versely affect the candidacy of Senator Tydings. ‘Treasurer Mundy 
characterized the tabloid as “stupid, puerile, and in bad taste’ (R., 
p. 1240). Miss Kerr added that the tabloid as a whole was “the type 
of literature that should go out in campaigns. The voters should be 
told the truth about what is going on, and certainly this did it’’ (R., 
p. 262] 

In addition to the composite photograph, the tabloid carried col- 
umns of copy, political cartoons, and other photographs. The bulk 
of the material in the tabloid related to the State Department em- 
ployee loyalty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairman- 
ship of Senator Tydings and was consistently critical of his partici- 
pation in and conduct of that investigation. A portion of the mate- 
rial, taken from the Congressional Record, was a reprint of Senator 
MeCarthy’s remarks in the Senate on the subject (R., p. 775) 

On the eve of the general election Senator Tydings replied to the 
tabloid, in the press and by radio. Senator Tydings has alleged that 
the bulk of the copy in the tabloid was ‘‘false and misleading’’ and 
has described the tabloid as a ‘“‘tissue of lies.’ He makes no com- 
plaint about the cartoons or editorial comment in the tabloid. 

In addition to the reference to the Tydings hearings, a r legislative 
activities of Senator Tydings were discussed in a misleading and 
critical manner in the tabloid. For example, a front-page story in the 
tabloid read: 

Typincs Group Hetp Up Arms 

One of the fundamental reasons for our early failures in the Korean War is being 
charged to the Senate Armed Services Committee, headed by Senator Tydings, of 
Marvland. 

Last year Congress appropriated $87,300,000 to arm the South Koreans. The 
money was authorized in two bills. One set aside $75,000,000 to furnish planes, 
tanks, antitank guns, rifles, and ammunition, any part of which could be used in 
Korea. The second bill earmarked $100,300,000 for Korea alone. 

A check-up reveals that only $200 of this money was spent before the North 
Koreans attacked. It was spent for baling wire. The Armed Services Committee 
did not use its power to see the money was used in time to prevent the debacle in 
Korea 


Its ge NeSis 

In the testimony of many of the witnesses who participated in the 
production of the tabloid ‘‘From the Record”’ there was an unwilling- 
ness to identify the source of the idea for the publication. Witness 
after witness disclaimed knowledge of the genesis of the idea for a 
tabloid of this type. The testimony of Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, 
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however, is that the idea for the tabloid was the suggestion of Senator 
Joseph R. McCarthy: 


Mr. McDermorr. Now, directing your attention to the tabloid From the 
Record which has been identified in the record of the subeommittee as exhibit 
No. 1, do you recall when you first were approached with reference to the produc 
tion of such a tabloid by your facilities? 

Mrs. Miiier. No, I don’t. 

Mr. McDermorr. Do you recall by whom you were first approached in that 
connection? 

Mrs. Miiuer. Yes; the first time I heard of the contemplated production of the 
tabloid was when Senator McCarthy called me and told me that a group of persons 
interested in Senator pene s campaign were considering producing a tabloid, 
and Senator a arthy asked me if they reached a decision to produce such a 
thing, could the T fae laenie do the job. 

Mr. Me Dat RMoTT. In that telephone call, which you received from Senator 
McCarthy, did he identify that group of persons who were interested in producing 
the tabloid? 

Mrs. Mituer. No; I gathered that it was several can paign advisers or other 
persons interested in the campaign. 

Mr. McDeErmorr. Now, on the occasion of that conversation with Senator 
MeCarthy, did you discuss quantity or size—the nature of the tabloid 

Mrs. Mriuer. Yes; I had to because he wanted to know whether we could 
produce it or not, and while we ultimately produced 500,000, another figure I 
think was mentioned originally, and whether it was more or less, | don’t remember. 
But we were asked—he asked me—if we could produce it, and I told him I would 
have to check and see if it would interfere with our normal production of the 
Times-Herald 

Mr. McDermort. In that conversation did he describe the piece of literature 
to vou generally as a four-page tabloid? 

Mrs. Miniter. A four-page tabloid 

Mr. McDermorr. And carrying certain news columns and certain photographs; 


is that right? 

Mrs. MILLER. didn’t discuss news columns or photographs He just said 
he wanted a aa page tabloid newspaper 

Mr. McDeErmort. All right. Now, on the occasion of that call did Senator 
McCarthy ask vou for an estimate on cost or approximate cost, or Was cost dis- 


cussed? 

Mrs. Miuuer. I don’t remember whether he asked m« I tol 
give him one after I had ascertained whether or not we could prod 
pp. 1005-1007). 

This subcommittee extended an invitation to Senator McCarthy to 
appear before it and renewed that invitation subsequent to the testi- 
mony of Mrs. Miller. Senator McCarthy did not appear before the 
subcommittee in response to that invitation or otherwise, nor did 
he avail the subcommittee of any testimony relative to this phase of 
the subcommittee’s investigation. Members of his staff, and par- 
ticularly Miss Jean Kerr, bis research assistant, vigorously supported 
the propriety of the tabloid and composite photograph in their testi- 
mony. 

The evidence establishes the fact that certain of the photogr: aphs 
used in the tabloid and certain of the printed material appearing 
therein were made available by Senator MecCarthy’s office staff, 
including particularly Donald A. Surine, his chief investigator, and 
Miss Kerr. These persons by their own admissions prepared or 
provided material and photographs which were in fact used in the 
tabloid as it was finally produced (R., p. 2579 


Its Dp? oduction 


The actual production of the tabloid was by the staff of and in the 
plant of the Washington Times-Herald, a daily newspaper published 


S. Rept. 647, 82-1 { 
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in Washington, D. C. (R., p. 1008). The testimony indicates that 
after solic fanaa distribution cost estimates in the city of 
Baltimore, Jonkel, campaign manager for Butler, discussed this par- 
ticular project with Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller, then editor of the 
Times-Herald. Mrs. Miller subsequently agreed to and did produce 
the tabloid, making available for that purpose certain members of the 
editorial and managerial staff of the newspaper, as well as its facilities. 
The tabloid was prepared by Frank Smith, then chief editorial writer 
for the Times-Heral 1 and now administrative assistant to Senator 


Butler (R., pp. 884, 2581). The composite photograph was prepared 
under the direct supervision of the then assistant managing editor of 
the Times-Herald, Garvin Tankersley (R., p. 907). A 1950 photo- 


craph of Earl Browder taken at the time of his testimony before the 
committee conducting the State Department employee loyalty in- 
vestigation (R., pp. 909-910; exhibit 60) was trimmed and fitted into 
position (R., p. 912) with a 1938 photograph of Senator Millard E 
Tydings (exhibit 63) and the combination rephotographed and used 
in the tabloid. The purpose and motive in preparing the composite 
is admitted as to effectively depict a relationship between Senator 
Tvdings and Earl Browder at the Tyvdings committee hearings 
(R., p. 916) which could not be shown by any photograph taken at 
those hearings, although photographs so taken showing both Senator 
Tydings and Browder were available. 
The “faked” photograph 

In describing to the subcommittee the actual preparation of the 
composite photograph, Tankersley stated that he looked at all photo- 
grap or of Senator Tydings and-of Earl Browder available in the Times- 
Herald morgue, including photographs showing both persons in the 
one picture, taken at the Tydings committee hearings (exhibit 9: 
Of these latter, none were satisfactory because the principals were not 
close enough to each other. The picture of Browder finally selected 


had to be reversed in position by rephotographing aa Pp O10 


Tankersley testified this particular photo of ene was selected 
it was one of the more recent pictures « f Browder” (R., 


p. 911); the particular photo of Senator Tydings was a pickure of him 


taken in 1988 ‘distening to election returns” (R., p. 915). In his 
Instructions to the newspaper's art department he wanted “an 
freetive picture” i. p Q16), When q juestioned as to the reason 
why a faked photograph was necessary, ankersleyv’s testimony Was: 

Senator Smirx. Just what did you wish to convey; did vou tell the artist what 

] { want to convev? . ; 

\ TANKERSLEY. We wanted to—we felt that not only from this tabloid— 
his was just incidental, so far as the paper is concerned—there is no secret about 
j we wanted Mr. Tydings to get out of the Senate and we felt that Mr. Butler 


would be better for the Senate. 
Senator Smiru. But just what did you want to convey by the composition? 
Mr. TANKERSLEY. You mean putting them together? 
Senator Smiru. What did vou want to convey to the people who saw it? 
Mr. TANKERSLEY. That we wanted to—rather, I did—I discussed this with 


no one, not even Mr. Smith. We were, certainly, trying to connect Mr. Tydings 
p, not necessarily a close relationship with those persons, t} people who have 
named in this original investigation, the Tydings whitewash—and vou all 

ww his manner to Mr. Browder and Mr. Browder’s manner to him—I don’t 
have to repeat all of that but we wanted to show that Mr. Tydings did treat 
Mr. Browder with kid gloves, and conveyed that in the caption. We conveyed 


that in the caption, No secret on that. 
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Senator Smirx. Was it vour attempt to link Senator Tydings with communism 
that vou had in mind? 


Mr. TaANkERstEy. No. I don’t think anyone can aceuse Mr. Tydings 


a Communist I know I don’t 
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Fedder. proprietol Ol National Advertising ( p r Baltimore to 
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up the copies of the tabloid and arrange for their distribution (R., p. 
76). Specific instructions with reference to distribution were given 
to Fedder by Mrs. Van Dyke: 


Mr. McDerrmort. Is that the only discussion you had with him [Fedder]? 
Did vou have a discussion with him as to the manner in which the tabloid should 
be distributed and where? 

Mrs. Van Dyker. I went into the subject very thoroughly. He was to deliver 
in Baltimore by hand, in some of the larger towns by hand; and the rest of the 
distribution was to have been taken care of through star routes (R., p. 1749). 





Pursuant to those instructions, Fedder, with a letter of authorization 
given him by Mrs. Van Dyke, rented a truck and drove to Washington, 
D. C., where, at the loading dock of the Times-Herald, he picked up 
the copies of the tabloid, weighing approximately 12,000 pounds. 
Kedder returned to Baltimore with all copies of the tabloid and subse- 
quently arranged for the distribution of a major share of them. 
According to the evidence a total of 303,206 copies were distributed 
in the following manner: 169,000 copies distributed door-to-door in 
Baltimore, Hagerstown, Annapolis, and Dundalk, Md.; and 134,206 
copies mailed to rural route, star route, and post-office box holders in 
cities in Maryland where door-to-door distribution was not made 
(exhibit 3 

In addition to this distribution, an undetermined number of copies 
of the tabloid were taken by Marse Calloway, a negro political leader 
in the city of Baltimore (R., p. 1936), for distribution at the polls and 
otherwise. A quantity of the tabloids, approximately 200 copies, 
were prior to the election and upon the request of Mrs. Van Dyke 
delivered by Fedder to the campaign headquarters of the candidate, 
Butler, and receipted for by a volunteer worker in headquarters on 
November 6, 1950, the day before election (ii: p. 2248). The credible 
testimony before this subcommittee indicates that the balance of the 
tabloids, approximately 200,000 copies, were destroyed by Fedder 
at the city dump or incinerator or disposed of as waste paper (R., p. 
2262-2263). William Christopher, a Butler campaign worker, testified 
that he destroyed a quantity of the tabloids on his own initiative 
“to get them out of circulation.’”’ He said, “I think they were an 
insult to the people’s intelligence” (R., p. 1937) 


YOUNG DEMOCRATS FOR BUTLER 


The tabloid “From the Record” was, according to its masthead, 
authorized and distributed by a political committee identified as “The 
Young Democrats for Butler, Edward B. Freeman, chairman; John B. 
Purnell, treasurer’? (exhibit 1). The Young Democrats for Butler 
was a legally constituted political committee under the laws of the 
State of Maryland (exhibits 46-47). The committee was a small group 
of registered Democrats of the State of Maryland—approximately 
six in number (R., p. 797)—not affiliated with any other Young 
Democrats Club in the State of Maryland or elsewhere. In addition 
to an organizational meeting, only one meeting of the group was held 

R., p. 798). The testimony is that the Young Democrats for Butler 
was a “front organization” initiated by W. Fairfield Peterson, a 62- 
vear-old consulting engineer, a resident of Maryland and a registered 
Democrat, and others active in the campaign of John Marshall Butler, 
in mid-October 1950, for political purposes in support of Butler’s 
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candidacy. This committee filed the required statement of its forma- 
tion with the secretary of state of Maryland on October 18, 1950 
(exhibit 46), some considerable time following the genesis of the 
tabloid and, in fact, even subsequent to the completion of arrange- 
ments for its production and printing by the Times-Herald (R., p 
1795). The chairman of this political committee in his testimony 
under oath disclaimed all knowledge of the tabloid prior to its printing 
and actual distribution: 

Mr. McDermorr. * * * Now, when did vou first bave occasion to see this 
tabloid, either in copy form or page-proof form or printed form . 

Mr. FREEMAN. I cannot give you the exact date, but it was after 1t was dis- 
tributed. 

Mr. McDermorr. So the first time you had occasion to see this exhibit [‘‘Fron 


the Record’’] was after it had been distributed; is that correct? 

Mr. FREEMAN. Yes, sil 

Mr. McDermott. Do vou recall how it was brought to vour attentior 

Mr. FreemMAN. Well, 1 received some telephone calls from friends of i 
kidding me about it I had not seen it I had read in the Sun that senator 
Tvdings had brought the tabloid cir lar, or whatever vou want to eall it Fron 
the Record,” to the people’s attention, and that wa e first ( it | 1d 
seen it. R. p. SOO 
And: 

Mr. McDermortr. Did vou know prior to the time ‘ ‘ i ) I 
attention after el ion that su a tal | 1d fact bee printe i 1a ! 
under vour authorization? 


Mr. FREEMAN. | knew nothing at all about a tabloid—will you say that again, 
please? 

Mr. McDermorr. Will vou read the question? 

Che question was read by the reporte! 

Mr. FREEMAN. No, I did not 

Mr. McDermorr. You had no prior knowledge? 

Mir. FreemMAN. | had no prior knowledge of t tabloid until it was brought 
to mv attention that it had been on the street 


Mr. McDermorr. So, therefore, although you were 


Democrats for Butler, vou diseus ed with no one the arrangeme ts for its pri : 
the obtaining of estimates for its printing, the material that would be ir ded 
in the copy, nor did you examine it in page-proof form; is that right? 

Mr. FREEMAN. I| had nothing to do with it (R., pp. 801-802). 


He delegated the details of the committee’s activities to Purnell 
(R., p. 812). The treasurer of the organization testifies to having 
given approval to the use of the name of the committee as sponsor of 
the tabloid (R., p. 817), but admits that he was never consulted with 
reference to its content, arrangements for its production, or its dis- 
tribution (R. pp. 825, 827). He, too, acquired direct knowledge of 
the content of the tabloid only after its production had been accom- 
plished and its distribution commenced (R., p. 826 

There was testimony that when the tabloid was in page-proof 
form, W. Fairfield Peterson, accompanied by his son-in-law, Andy 
Brewster, a lawyer, went to the Times-Herald in Washington and 
read and examined part of the galley proofs (R., p. 956). No photo- 
graphs or captions were examined. Subsequent to this visit, and 
following approval by Peterson, the authorization of the Young 
Democrats for Butler was given. 

Jonkel testified that competitive estimates of the cost of production 
of the tabloid obtained by him in Baltimore ranged from ‘‘$2,000 to 
$4,000” (R., p. 594) for the printing of the tabloid alone. Sub- 
sequently, in a telephone conversation with Mrs. Ruth MeCormick 
Miller, Jonkel was advised the Times-Herald would print the tabloid 
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as a favor’ (R., p. 608). We find that all services of the Times- 
Herald—editorial and production—were billed at $1,440 (exhibit 48) 
While an effort has been made to justify and explain this low cost 
hneure, the evidence shows that since the Washington Times-Herald 


} } ? 
did little « 





r no outside printing of this type prior to production of the 
tabloid, its chief accountant testified, in detailing the breakdown of 
that billing, that the Times-Herald based its charges on certain stand- 
ird for cost computation previously used for other job printing (R., 
», Yod He testified further that tbe computed Cost Oh tie JOD Was 


T 
t 
$1,189.29 (R., p. 937), including newsprint at $106 per ton (R., p 


937 To this figure 20 percent was added for overhead and _ profit, 
resulting in a total charge of $1,440 R., p 5S 
The billing of $1,440 was made, in accordance with prior agreement, 
the Young Democrats for Butler Prior to this billing, however, 
Mir. Purnell, treasurer of the committee, had been assured that the 


Butler campaign headquarters would make funds available with which 
to pay the charge 


I JERMOTT \ ,ow, what was i of you al ahlo 
‘ ‘ it ti l is initia \ | 1? 
} I Wi i i i i { L i rT ih 
) I \\ XDI \ 
il 
I \ fini 1 \ 1 
i tO I 1 ( or Wout 
l I ( 1 Spaper 
] ) ) \ ld t Al ? 


* 
) 10O {) se | s id 4 l 1 t) : 3 
‘ ) yur l ha ‘ 
I | 
1Cd I i NOV ( ) i ' 
4S Uillma 1 and t ed t \ 
! N I was { 
] ) 1OT! Were i i ) ) ( 
ar: at) 
] re \ No. s 
lcDermorr. Did * ‘ ( 
! if \ i 
PURN} N r (R., pp. 823-824 
{ DO I elpt of the Times-Herald livoice mM thie amount ot S1.440 


Purnell presented it LO Mundy, official camp: rm treasurer for B itier, 
he received from Mundy a check drawn on the campaign account 
, 


bye mount of SL.515 by Di Bad). Of this sum $1,440 was ex- 


pressly for the payment of the Times-Herald invoice covering the 
printing of the tabloid and the balance of $75 was in adjustment of 


another unrelated item (R., p. 834 The Young Democrats for 

Butler then transmitted their check in payment of the charge to the 
Times-Herald 

The Young Democrats for Butler engaged in other campaign activ- 

3 ipport of the ( andid ic of John Marshall Butl r and also 

ised funds, independently of the Butler campaign committee, for 

hese activities Its total disbursement including $1,440 for the 

vic were $3,615.71 Then vebivilles, COTMMencine Octobe r 2Q, 


1. Sponsorship of radio spot announcements and radio and T\ 


ovrams 
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2. Arranging with volunteer groups for the addressing of 25,000 
campaign post cards; 
3. Sponsorship of newspaper advertisements; and 
tf. Arrangement for political speeches in behalf of Butlet 
R., pp. S15-S16 
In addition to these facts we find that the total cost of distribution 
of the tabloid in the sum of $5,703.32 (exhibit 5) was paid to National 
Advertising Co. by the Butler campaign committee. This char 
was apparently paid by the “short circuiting” of campaign contri- 


butions in the manner previously described and as admitted by the 


campaign Manager, Jonkel The pavinents made to Nat Ona \dvel 
tisinge Co. throughout th campaign Were payments on account of 
earmarked toward a partic ilar 1ob or credited by th printe! Ov 
particular phase of his activity, which inclu - 


tribution, 


ACK TO GOOD OLD DIXII 

Another piece of literature to which this subcommittee directed its 
attention was a trifold pamphlet in three colors titled “ Back to Good 
Old Dixie” (exhibit 6 This literature, 75,000 copies of which were 
produced by National Advertising Co. (R., p. 74), upon the order of 
the campaign headquarters of Mr. Butler, through Jonkel (R., p. 74 
was designed to appeal to the Necro voters of the State (R Pp. 559). 
Here again we find the idea for the literature originating with Jonkel 
R., p. 558) and pavirent for the lav-out and printing being nad 
from the candidate’s carr paign Comn ittee | na R p. 969 The 
name of candidate Butler, his committee, or treasurer did no ype 
on the literature as sponsor The nares of three Negro leac ers in the 
city of Baltimore were used. Two were clergy en and the third a 
Negro business'ran: Bishop Alexander P. Shaw, Baltrrore Area 
Methodist Church: Rev. J. Timothy Bodie, president, United Bapt 
Missionary Convention; and John L. Berry, district » anager, North 
Carolina Mutual Life Insurance Co. (exhibit 6 The testin onv of 
these three Witnesses before the subcommittee was that it} 


exception, thev had nothing whatsoever to do with the publication o1 


distribution of the pamphlet, contributed nothing toward its co 
and, with one exception, did not see the pan phiet Intil after its 
distribution had been commenced One of the p irported sponsors, 


Bishop Alexander P. Shaw, whose name appeared in the parm phlet as 





e whatever of the use 
of his name at anv time prior to the distribution of the literature 
R., p. 1075 {uthorization for the use of his name was never 


obtained and his name as a sponsor was gratuitously used without his 


the first of the three Sponsors, had no knowle¢ (r 


t 


pern ission. He did not complain when the literature was subse- 
quently brought to his attention (R., p. LO76 The other two state 
in their testimony that the use of their names was authorized 

“Back to Good Old Dixie” and the tabloid “From the Record” are 
the only pieces of can paign literature brought to the attention of 
this subcommittee which did not conform to the routine pattern « f 
the candidate’s campaign, under which pattern and pro edure all 
literature, with these exceptions, bore the er 
Cornelius P. Mundy, treasurer, John Marshall | 
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BALTIMORE SUNDAY AMERICAN ADVERTISEMENT 


In the Sunday, November 5, 1950, edition of the Baltimore Ameri- 
can, published in Baltimore, Md., a full-page anti-Tydings advertise- 
ment appeared. The advertisement bore the credit: “By authority 
Democrats for Butler, John B. Purnell, treasurer’ (exhibit 2). This 
apparently referred to the Young Democrats for Butler. 

The copy in the advertisement was critical of Senator Tydings’ 
conduct of the State Department employee loyalty investigation and 
stated, in referring to those hearings, that Republican counsel to that 
committee was ‘‘never allowed to question a witness” and was ‘‘never 
admitted to closed executive sessions’ of that committee. Senator 
Tyvdings in his complaint pointed out numerous misstatements of 
fact in the ad and branded them “total and complete lies’ (R., p. 40). 
Our investigation indicates certain of the copy was false and that the 
quotations above are not correct statements of the true facts. 

The testimony established that this advertisement was prepared, 
on her own initiative, by Margaret T. Berndt, Lutherville, Md. 


(R., p. 1179). She was desirous of defeating Senator Tydings and 
prepared this advertisement as her contribution toward that objective 
(R., p. 1178). After preparing the copy she presented it to candidate 
Butler, to Jonkel, to Fulton Lewis, Jr., and others for approval (R., 
pp. 1182-1183). With their approval she showed the lay-out to 
John B. Purnell, treasurer of the Young Democrats for Butler, who 
“thought it was a good idea.’’ Subsequently the advertisement was 


published. Payment in the sum of $1,741 was made by Mrs. Berndt’s 
husband directly to the Baltimore American (exhibit 51). This was 
explained as a ‘‘loan’’ to the Young Democrats for Butler; a portion, 
but not all, of that sum was later repaid to Mr. Berndt by the Young 
Democrats for Butler (R., pp. 1186-1187). 

Mrs. Berndt states that following publication of the advertisement 
she learned some of the statements contained in it were inaccurate. 
She testified further she would not have knowingly used copy that 
was not true (R., p. 1195) 


Ill. Ourstipe INFLUENCES IN THE CAMPAIGN 


After the election on November 7, 1950, it became apparent, as it 
was to this subcommittee, that, in addition to the activity of certain 
duly constituted Republican political organizations, outside forces and 
influences were operative in the campaign of John Marshall Butler. 
While some of these forces had an obvious and direct interest in the 
campaign, others had no apparent relation to the electorate or interests 
of the State itself. 

FINANCES 


A substantial portion of the total sum contributed to the Butler 
campaign was from contributors who were nonresidents of the State of 
Maryland. Of the sum of $27,100 first reported by Jonkel in his 
letter dated February 26, 1951, all contributions, many in the maxi- 
mum amount allowable by law, were from nonresidents (exhibit 36 
No adequate reason for failure to disclose these out-of-State funds 
prior to the commencement of these hearings has been given. Many 
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of the contributions, as has been mentioned previously, were made 
payable to Jonkel personally, including the following 


; 


Contributor: 
J. D. S. Coleman S500 
George A. Moffett 1, 000 
H. J. Porter 3. 000 
( W. Murehisor und wif LO. OOO 


By whom these contributions were sol 
pavable to the campaign Managel rather than to the candidate, his 
treasurer, or campaign committee has not been disclosed: and Jonk i, 


1th his Lestimony, disclaimed any knowl ive ot facts which would 


supply an answer to these questions 


Mir. MceDermorr. * Did vou have O 
of the nds rey 1 or ineluded ! 

Vir. JONKE | iy or Ima t ha | 
I ( ber offhand a I nal ! ‘ 

I ( if i \ ( i \ i 
té oO the ¢ ( 4 if mn 1 
I iS ( 1 ca i i | | 
pp. IS12-1813 
WAS | ( a) | ~ \ ) 

Beginning in the early phases of the campaign in mid-July 1950 
we fina that \irs Ruth Ve ormic] \] let t | nn edit rool th "Time 
Herald, published in the District of Columbia and widel circulated 
Ln Marviand Was Wstru Clital W recomImmenalnsg i! imately 
accomplishing the appointment of Jon M. Jonkel, Chicago pub 
! lation 3 Con nt Ss Campaign ! nacer | r Jol NM rsh B (| 
Thre Ih) eting ol HOKE (| By Tle! vith othe i! eX l\ | ( 
of Mrs. Mall he Tin Herald, v he firs eetinge betwee 
two R p 39 1) in his ‘ | i } mpalw! ( endin 
fron J IS iri | yovermbe Mie 1950 | TDK rep ed] VISI md 
CONSULT with Mrs Nill i In Galtlo?r \i ( 1 NMI rs Miller 
Was a substantial contrib o the campaign of Mr. B B 
Ore chee IK ¢] Wh ov { ( ) Ine! i i iInols \ LO} ) Ih ol hi ) 
shy ontribi ( l! ray 85.000 CXMLDI C | } ( tion. s I 
a pavment of $1,500 xhibit 38 o Jonkel personal] ry hie 
Cnlip wi eh pavment thre Y bhoth ae } rod S } ) 2 t loa 


eivtil, \ i > i | < ¢ ' ! 
from Mrs. Miller to Jonkel (R., p. 999 Mrs. Miller also, bv | 
own testimony, solicited, accumulated, and forwarded to the candi- 
aate s « uppaigcn he iquart rs contributior ; from othe R nm. LOL 
In addition to this personal participation by Mrs. 3 


A numbet ol top-levi | emplovees of the ‘| imes-Herald cle voting the ir 
time, talents, and efforts to work and aetivity directly related to the 
campaign. We find also that immediately following the election, 
Krank Smith, a resident of Virginia, chief editorial writer for the 


limes-Herald, who prepared the copy for the tabloid ‘“‘From the 


‘ : . oan : 
Record , took leave oO! abs nee trom his Pim He ral emplovimie! 
' 1 ' ms 
ana became admiunistrat e assistant to Senato Dut IX p. Sov 
1 1 
still serving in that capacity at an annual salary of $10.S48 (R.. p. SS 
O} TOS H | \ ] 1\ 


The activity of Senator MeCarthyv and his staff, aceording te 
evidence, commenced in early July 1950, when the candidate, J 


S Rept. 647. 82 
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Marshall Butler, accompanied by his campaign treasurer, Mundy, 
visited Senator McCarthy in his office in the Senate Office Building in 
Washington, D. C., in the late afternoon (R., pp. 1248-1249). After 
a discussion there with Senator McCarthy; Miss Jean Kerr, his research 
assistant; and Robert K. Morris, identified in the records of this 
subcommittee as minority counsel in the State Department employee 
lovalty investigation, this group, including the candidate Butler, had 
dinner and spent the evening together (R., p. 1250) idise ussing various 
phases of Butler’s forthcoming campaign (R., p. 2577). According 
to the testimony, Senator MeCarthy had ace cumulated a lar; ve quantity 
of information and material related to Senator Tydings’ conduct of 
the lovalty hearings. He made the charges that resulted in that 
investigation, followed it closely, spoke about it extensively throughout 
the country and had labeled the investigation as a whitewash. 


\Jiss Jear Kerr 


Subsequent to the primary on September 18, 1950, and continuing 
until election day itself, we find Miss Jean Kerr and others of Senator 
MeCarthy’s staff devoting extensive time to the campaign of John 
Marshall Butler. Although the testimony of Jonkel to the subeom- 
mittee would suggest that during this interval of her activity Miss 
Kerr was on a leave of absence from her senatorial employment 
R., p. 515), Miss Kerr has stated unequivocally that during that 
entire time she remained on the payroll of Senator McCarthy (R., p. 
2574) and acted at his request and with his knowledge and approval 
p. 2580). She postponed her vacation to perform this work 
p. 2580). Miss Kerr’s participation was extensive, and many of 
the witnesses appearing before the subcommittee in its inquiry had 
occasion at one time or another to be contacted by her. She was a 
courier of funds and information, delivering campaign contributions 
from Washington to campaign headquarters in Baltimore (R., p. 2587 
and, under the direction of Jonkel, contacting printers of campaign 
literature in both cities. It is also to be noted that she was hostess at 
a dinner party arranged and given at her home in Washington attended 
by Mr. and Mrs. Alvin Bentley, and to which she invited Jonkel 
me. D: = . Although she disclaims any campaign motive in this 





~) 
1) 
ah. 
(R., 


sor ial ¢ it is A fret that shortly tas this meeting between 
Rentiey. dunkat and Miss Kerr, Pa ntley met with Mr. Butler and later 
made a $5,000 contribution (R., p. 25 94), 


Others of the staff of Senator Mut ‘arthy were likewise active. One 
the members of the Senator’s staff stated that at times the full 
aff of the Senator, including his administrative assistant, secretary, 
c ks, and investigators, devoted their energies and efforts in various 
ministerial capacities in connection with Butler’s campaign (R., p. 
2604). Also among those who participated prominently was Donald 
A. Surine, an investigator in the employ of Senator McCarthy. 


The ‘‘midn ight ride’ 
Charges were made by former Senator Tydings concerning Mr. 
Fedder, the Baltimore printer, and his ‘‘midnight ride.”’ He referred 


st 
1 
LC] 


to this incident as a “story of Chicago gangland transported into 
Marvland” and stated that Fedder was “virtually kidnapped in order 
to get Butler’s letter back’’ (R., p. 44) 

In his testirpony Fedder made reference to a telephone conversation 
he had with candidate Butler, on or about November 2, 1950, in 
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which Fedder expressed concern over the large quantity of printed 
campaign materials which he had on hand and for which he had not 
been paid. Following this conversation, on November 2, 1950, 
Mr. Butler wrote and delivered to Fedder a letter in which he stated: 


At this time I want to give you my personal assurance that I do guarantee 
payment for any of your services that have not been paid for at the time the 
campaign is completed. This assurance applies to meres that have beet 
delivered and to materials that were not shipped i e for use in the campaign. 


Sincerely, 
Joun MARSHA BUTLER 

Extensive testimony was received by the subcommittee concerning 
the “midnight ride.” On the evening of November 4, 1950, Miss 
Kerr, through Ray Kiermas, an emplovee of Senator MeCarthy, made 
arrangements with Fedder to have addressed and messaged a quantity 
of post cards bearing the photograph of candidate Butler (R., p. 83 
Similar work was being done in the District of Columbia by Republican 
National Committee volunteers and others under the supervision of 
Mrs. Rex Lee. In connection with this project, at about midnight on 
November 6, 1950, Donald A. Surine, an investigator employed by 
Senator McCarthy, in company with Ewell Moore, a lawyer, and 
George Nilles, a real-estate agent, both residents of Virginia, met 
Fedder at the post office in Baltimore (R., p. 88) to pick up and mail 
completed cards which had been addressed by Fedder’s workers at 
their residences in various parts of Baltimore. The parties remained 
together until 6 a. m., during which time thev traveled through 
Baltimore picking up post cards. In this interim Surine prepared a 
handwritten document, detailing certain conduct of Fedder, which 
Fedder signed after making certain corrections (exhibit 22 \l- 
though the statement was silent with reference to it, Fedder testified 
Surine and his companions demanded the return of the letter, dated 
November 2, 1950, which Mr. Butler had previously written to Fedder 
guaranteeing payment of his campaign printing bill. This allegation 
is vigorously denied by Surine, of Senator MeCarthy’s staff, Nilles, 
and Moore. Fedder claimed that throughout the night he was 
threatened, intimidated, and placed in fear for his personal safety. 
This Surine and the others also deny. ‘They insist, in their testimony, 
that the sole purpose of the mission was “to pick up and mail addressed 
post cards’ and that the only reason the three of them remained 
together and with Fedder until 6 a. m. was this purpose. The leader 
of the three, Surine, was at the time acting with the knowledge and 
consent of his employer, Senator McCarthy. 

Despite Fedder’s testimony of “threats” and “intimidation” during 
this experience, the fact is that although he had access to a telephone 
on several occasions during the night, he did not notify police authority 
nor complain to anvone concerning the activities of the three. Dis- 
closure of this incident was not made by Fedder until some weeks 
following its occurrence. 

The explanation given by Surine, Nilles, and Moore for their activ- 
ities on this occasion is not convincing; and it is the opinion of this 
subcommittee that the “picking up and mailing of addressed post 
ecards” was not the only purpose of their mission. 


Dor ald A. Na ne 


Surine, formerly a special agent of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, was, at the time of this campaign in the employ of Senator 
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Marshall Butler, accompanied by his campaign treasurer, Mundy, 
visited Senator McCarthy in his office in the Senate Office Building in 
Washington, D. C., in the late afternoon (R., pp. 1248-1249). After 
a discussion there with Senator McCarthy; Miss Jean Kerr, his research 
assistant; and Robert K. Morris, identified in the records of this 
subcommittee as minority counsel in the State Department employee 
lovalty investigation, this group, including the candidate Butler, had 
dinner and spent the evening together (R., p. 1250) discussing various 
phases of Butler’s forthcoming campaign (R., p. 2577). According 
to the testimony, Senator McCarthy had accumulated a large quantity 
of information and material related to Senator Tydings’ conduct of 
the loyalty hearings. He made the charges that resulted in that 
investigation, followe d it close lv, spok e about it extensive ly throughout 
the country and had labeled the investigation as a whitewash. 


Miss Jean Ie Se 


Subsequent to the primary on September 18, 1950, and continuing 
until election day itself, we find Miss Jean Kerr and others of Senator 
MeCarthy’s staff devoting extensive time to the campaign of John 
Marshall Butler. Although the testimony of Jonkel to the subcom- 
mittee would suggest that during this interval of her activity Miss 
Kerr was on a leave of absence from her senatorial employment 
R., p. 515), Miss Kerr has stated unequivocally that during that 
entire time she remained on the payroll of Senator McCarthy (R., p. 
2574) and acted at his request and with his knowledge and approval 
R., p. 2580). She postponed her vacation to perform this work 
(R., p. 2580). Miss Kerr’s participation was extensive, and many of 
the witnesses appearing before the subcommittee in its inquiry had 
occasion at one time or another to be contacted by her. She was a 
courier of funds and information, delivering campaign contributions 
from Washington to campaign headquarters in Baltimore (R., p. 2587 
and, under the direction of Jonkel, contacting printers of campaign 
literature in both cities. It is also to be noted that she was hostess at 
a dinner party arranged and given at her home in Washington attended 
by Mr and Mrs. Alvin Bentley, and to which she invited Jonkel 
(R., p. 2592). Although she disclaims any campaign motive in this 
social it is a fact that shortly following this meeting between 
Bent tley, Maia and Miss Kerr, Bentley met with Mr. Butler and later 
made a $5,000 contribution (R., p. 2594). 

Others of the staff of Senator Mi ‘Carthy were likewise active. One 
of the members of the Senator’s staff stated that at times the full 
staff of the Senator, including his administrative assistant, secretary, 
clerks, and investigators, devoted their energies and efforts in a. 
ministerial capacities in connection with Butler’s campaign (R., 
2604). Also among those who participated prominently was Don: b: i 
A. Surine, an investigator in the employ of Senator McCarthy. 

The ‘‘midn ight ride”’ 

Charges were made by former Senator Tydings concerning Mr. 
Fedder, the Baltimore printer, and his ‘‘midni oht ride.” He referred 
to this incident as a “story of Chicago gangland transported into 
Maryland” and stated that Fedder was “virtually kidnapped in order 
to get Butler’s letter back’’ (R., p. 44). 

In his testimony Fedder made reference to a telephone conversation 
he had with candidate Butler, on or about November 2, 1950, in 
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which Fedder expressed concern over the large quantity of printed 
campaign materials which he had on hand and for which he had not 
been paid. Following this conversation, on November 2, 1950, 
Mr. Butler wrote and delivered to Fedder a letter in which he stated: 


At this time I want to give you my personal assurance that I do guarantec 
payment for any of your services that have not been paid for at the time the 
campaign is completed. This assurance applies to materials that have been 
delivered and to materials that were not shipped in time for use in the campaign. 


Sincerely, 
JoHn MarsHatt BurLer 

Extensive testimony was received by the subcommittee concerning 
the ‘‘midnight ride.’ On the evening of November 4, 1950, Miss 
Kerr, through Ray Kiermas, an emplovee of Senator McCarthy, made 
arrangements with Fedder to have addressed and messaged a quantity 
of post ecards bearing the photograph of candidate Butler (R., p. 83 
Similar work was being done in the District of Columbia by Republican 
National Committee volunteers and others under the supervision of 
Mrs. Rex Lee. In connection with this project, at about midnight on 
November 6, 1950, Donald A. Surine, an investigator emploved by 
Senator MeCarthy, in company with Ewell Moore, a lawver, and 
George Nilles, a real-estate agent, both residents of Virginia, met 
Fedder at the post office in Baltimore (R., p. 88) to pick up and mail 
completed cards which had been addressed by Fedder’s workers at 
their residences in various parts of Baltimore. The parties remained 
together until 6 a. m., during which time thev traveled through 
Baltimore picking up post cards. In this interim Surine prepared a 
handwritten document, detailing certain conduct of Fedder, which 
Fedder signed after making certain corrections (exhibit 22).  Al- 
though the statement was silent with reference to it, Fedder testified 
Surine and his companions demanded the return of the letter, dated 
November 2, 1950, which Mr. Butler had previously written to Fedder 
guar anteeing payment of his campaign printing bill. This allegation 
is vigorously denied by Surine, of Senator McCarthy’s staff, Nilles, 
and Moore. Fedder claimed that throughout the night he was 
threatened, intimidated, and placed in fear for his personal safety. 
This Surine and the others also deny. ‘They insist, in their testimony, 
that the sole purpose of the mission was ‘‘to pick up and mail addressed 
post cards” and that the only reason the three of them remained 
together and with Fedder until 6 a. m. was this purpose. The leader 
of the three, Surine, was at the time acting with the knowledge and 
consent of his emplover, Senator McCarthy. 

Despite Fedder’s testimony of “threats” and “intimidation” during 
this experience, the fact is that although he had access to a telephone 
on several occasions during the night, he did not notify police authority 
nor complain to anvone concerning the activities of the three. Dis- 
closure of this incident was not made by Fedder until some weeks 
following its occurrence. 

The explanation given by Surine, Nilles, and Moore for their activ- 
ities on this occasion is not convincing; and it is the opinion of this 
subcommittee that the “picking up and mailing of addressed post 
cards” was not the only purpose of their mission 


Donald A. Surine 


Surine, formerly a special agent of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, was, at the time of this campaign in the employ of Senator 
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McCarthy as an investigator. He became so employed in February 
1950, and still serves in that capacity (R., pp. 1487-1488). His chief 
activity as investigator for Senator McCarthy involved an investiga- 
tion of alleged subversives in Government (R., p. 2634). In the 
campaign of John Marshall Butler he participated in the “post-card 
project,” to which we have previously referred. Upon his return to 
Washington from the ‘midnight ride” he prepared a four-page 
memorandum of the night’s activities and addressed and delivered | 
to his employer, Senator McCarthy (exhibit 81). A copy of the 
memorandum with appropriate cover letter was forwarded by Surine 
to candidate Butler with a copy of the statement signed by Fedder 
(exhibit 82). This was for the information of the candidate. 

The testimony of Surine before this subcommittee contains an 
apparent willful and knowing misstatement of a material fact relating 
to the circumstances of the termination of his services with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation prior to his employment by Senator Me- 


Carthy. In his original sworn testimony before a quorum of this 
subcommittee on March 21, 1951, Surine stated under oath that his 
termination was a ‘‘voluntary resignation” (R., p. 1515). On the 


basis of further information obtained by the subcommittee, Surine 
was recalled to testify on this particular, point. In his sworn testi- 
mony on recall before a quorum of eo on April 10, 1951, 
he elaborated on the circumstances of his “voluntary resignation.” 
Evidence introduced into the record at "this time disclosed that Surine 
had been “dropped from the rolls of the FBI’ (R., pp. 2642-2643; 
exhibit 101) and that this personnel action was taken by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation based upon Surine’s “disregard of Bureau 
rules and regulations.”” The evidence indicated that Surine tendered 
a resignation in writing to the FBI dated February 7, 1950 (exhibit 
103). He was advised by letter signed by J. Edgar Hoover, Director, 
dated February 9, 1950, that he was being “dropped from the rolls” 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, ‘effective at the close of 
business February 8, 1950” (exhibit 104). Subsequently Surme was 
advised by letter dated March 6, 1950, signed by J. Edgar Hoover, 
“it will not be possible to change the manner in which you were 
separated from the Bureau’s rolls’ (exhibit 105). The evidence is 
that Surine, bv his own testimony, submitted his resignation after 
“violating certain regulations fof the FBI)” and after learning that 
some disciplinary action was contemplated. He stated: 

Rather than take a transfer or cut in salarv or some other aspect along that line 
of disciplinary action I submitted my resignation through my SAC (R., p. 2636). 

Surine states that in his original testimony on March 20, 1951, he 
had no intention to mislead the subcommittee about the circumstances 
of the termination of his services by the FBI. 

However, the subcommittee is of the opinion that this testimony, 
together with every other conflict in testimony of other witnesses as 
to a material fact or facts as the record may disclose should be trans- 
mitted to the Department of Justice for such action as it deems 
appropriate. 


Conclusion 


Shortly following the commencement of these hearings, the hearing 
subcommittee, as 1s customary, extended to Senator McCarthy, in 








j~ 


MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 ov 


writing, an opportunity to appear to make any statement he felt was 
indicated. In that letter it was stated: 


In the investigation being conducted and publie hearings being held bv the 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections in connection with the recent senatorial 
campaign in Maryland, testimony | I 


nas been presented coneerning certain personne 
} 


in your employ; and we anticipate that your name, which has already be 


duced into the record by the testimony of Senator Ty v und « ( 1 
mentioned by other witnesses. 

In anticipation of this, it is the unanimous attitude of the subcommittee that 
you should be extended an opportunity to appear at the publie hearin t ake 
any statement or explanation that you feel is indicated, if you desir 


Senator McCarthy rephed by letter dated March 12, 1951: 


I received letter from you this morning in which you extend to me ar 
tunity to appear at your hearings on the Tydings elec 

I am not seeking an ‘opportunity’ to appear, but w be glad 
or any of the members of the commit or counst ive a 


you care to ask me 


The original invitation was renewed by the subcommittee on 


Mare h ov, L951, Lo wh h) Senator \I ( aur hy replied 





Thi l i I ig receipt i your Na oU 
that the subco ttee stand 
connecti ith the Marvy] { i 
I have not read any of t \ I ( ( 
portions reported in the newspaper, nor have I attended the hear 
about 1 hour. For that reason, I : not too thoroughly acquainted 
testimony ven. If the mn e feel ere a i credible 
adversely reflects upon my staff or any credible « lence to indicate that ar 
impr yper Was done bv either me or taff in the Marviand el 1 I { | 
naturally would want to be called b ou 1 esoast 
in detail 
To th etter the subecommitt eplied on April 9, 195 
~ ( vir heart i rar es 
presu LO pa D ( ! ol I 
have appeared befor That actior 1 t 
develop: Tt all ( il f { und af are! i 
V} purpose if ‘ Pi er Va Oo ] ) 





No further communication was received from Senator MeCarthy 
He was hot called as a withess nor did he appear im respons to thy 
invitations. While there was no duty upon him, under the circum 
stances, to testify at this hearing, the promimence ol his personnel In 
the anti-Tydings campaign and the activily attributed to the Senator 
himself by certain witnesses might properly have been explained by 
him. From the testimony it appears Senator McCarthy was a leading 
and potent foree in the campaign against Senator Tydings 


FULTON LEWIS, JR. 


The attention of the subcommittee was directed by former Senator 
Tydings to the activities of Fulton Lewis, Jr., as they related to the 
campaign of candidate John Marshall Butler (R., p. 45). Mr. Lewis, 
a resident of Marvland, registered as an Independent (R., p. 1348), is 
a political commentator with a regular 15-minute nightly broadcast, 
Monday through Friday. This broadcast is carried by the Nation- 
wide network of the Mutual Broadcasting System (R., p. 1849). His 
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program is carried by approximately 535 radio stations throughout the 
country (R., p. 13849 Mutual has five stations in the State of Mary- 
land, all of which carry the Fulton Lewis, Jr., commentary. These 
stations are located at Cambridge, Salisbury, Baltimore, Hagerstown, 


and Cumberland. In addition, his program is carried by Station 
WEAM, in Arlington, Va., with a transmission range which covers a 
considerable portion of the State of Maryland (R., p. 1352 During 


thie pe riod immediately preceding the veneral eleetion in November 
1950 Mr. Lewis devoted numerous broadeasts to a severe criticism of 
the incumbent candidate, Senator Millard E. Tydings. The substance 
of the broadcasts related to Senator Tydings’ conduct of the loyalty 
nvestigation and his alleged whitewash of the charges which precip 

ted those hearings ht _p 1351 During the course of these broad- 
casts Senator Tydings complained to officials of Mutual Broadcasting 
System concerning the attacks upon him by commentator Lewis (R., 


Dp. 44 and s ibsequently Mr. Lewis mac available his time on two 
broad nasts tor purposes of re ply hy senatol lvydings Le hnical diffli- 
culties interfered with the transmission of the first broadeast and for 
that reason the second br ydeast period Was made available R . 
| \ demand by Senator vdings pon Ir. Lewis for Sequal time” 
in which to answer the anti-lTvdings statements of the commentator 
was decli | 

In his testimony Mr. Lewis detailed the conditions of his contract 
with Mutual Broadeasting System. Under its terms Mutual has no 
control over the fact ial ma eral used by the commentator, and its 
DOW ¢ to edit his mate al Ils restricted LO libel and profanity R > Pp. 
HY \Miutual sells the program, as part of its service, to the 535 
tations who, in turn, carry it on a istaining basis or as a regularly 
d broadeast with a local sponsor kt me 1349 The local Stations 
nN ( hether the commentary is broadcast but exercise no con- 

( the commentator’s material 
\1 | vis denied that his broadeasts, of which Senator Tvdine Ss 
comp! | were ‘political speeches” (R p. | 50 le states instead 
tive ( strict] legitimate, truthful, factual reporting and 
CO] entarv’’ (R D, 13a The testimony is that the broadeasts on 
of the six stations with which we are concerned were presented 


nae! the local Spo} sorship and that the ceommentars ohn SAtation 
WEAM was sustaining with paid spot announcements preceding 


1Oro 


adurimne and following each broadeast R D. 1Ldo05 
ROSCOE CONKLIN SIMMONS 


Rose oo ( onklin Simmons, an acknowl dor d Nt erro ir ac rin Repub- 
political circles, for many vears and during the time preceding 
the eneral election of November 7, 1950, was an emplovee of the 
Chicago Tribune (R., p. 1022 In the interim preceding the general 
election in the State of Marvland, Simmons was retained on the pav- 
roll of the Chieago Tribune and received a regular salary from it 
K.. p. 1026) but devoted himself for a period of several weeks (R 
p. 1025) exclusively to the support of John Marshall Butler and other 
Re p iblican candidates in the State of Marvland Simmons testified 
that he received reimbursement for certain of his expenses from the 
Butler campaign committee (R., p. 1027) but that his salary was 
received from his emplover, the Chicago Tribune In addition, 
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during this interim, personal advances of funds were made to him 
by Mrs. Ruth McCormick Miller (R., p. 1003 Mr. Simmons 
participation in the campaign consisted primarily of working with 
the Negro electorate in the State of Marvland: by his testimon Ihé 
vyave many speeches In Support of Mr. But 
cveneral support of Re publican eandidates for ofthe 

On April 28, 1951, Roscoe Conklin Simmons die His race and 
the Nation has lost a distinguished cultural and political | 


In his complaint to th subcommittee fort Sey} 7 T nes 
lle la violation of the minal libel law of the D ( f Co 
Phe evidence available to tl subcomi does 1 n st 
aeterminne whi hie the) Vu VIO on ol I ! 
pail l i ino omin (j } } els tie ) | 
mad 

V. Joun Marsu B 

(0 Miporaneo | yilny thy. ODE) C ot D ty) ( } ari 
by this subcommitte Senator John Marshall Butl Vi 
advised that he would be giv n opportu tO app ! iO ihe 
hearine subcommittee at anv tu that | for the purpose « 
presenting a1 formation whicl eal ( 
should Con ( i ittel ny ) eal 
1) \ el i | \I , 5 

\f th open Oot Lhe hye “ a i¢ I 
Senator | iit vas heduled to b | . \s tl hear 
convened ina | ) ) thie ( mo ‘> to ‘| 
Senator B tley Lrose s ted Ol } 1 
R., p. 1) and stione lhe pe of 

] 1 l 
posed to exel ( na i li ire O 1} ( “ Opos 
conduct it mo Wh hy sno rigt ( : ‘ ' 
extends he ond } Loo ay = ( | — omn 
sVsenwtol Butler an opportuhil to make I) Ss statement atl heat I) 
a matter of courtesy, not as a matter of oht () lestions sea oD 
him ntl that time wert COTISILCGeCTeCa and a ! | who } ( Th: 
ruling has been quoted previously in this repot 

It was likewise stated by this hearing subcommittee at the co 
vening of its session on February 28, 1951, the second da of tt 


hearings that 


tully preserve to Senator Butler all 1 ts t he ent 
R., p. 69 

The subcommittee consistently adhered to that decision 
Senator Butler, although twice invited, did not at any time, other 

than that noted, appear | 

reference to any aspect of his campaign which was the subject o 

our investigation and which received wide day-to-day coverage and 


1 


publicity in the press. We observe that this was not an adversary 


vfore this subcommittee to testifv with 


proceeding, that Senator Butler was not called to testify, and that 


there was no affirmative duty on his part to appear 


The conduct of his campaign was the issue before this subcommitte: 


timayr 
L1tiOTLY 


and a large share of the evidence presented was through the tes 
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of his own campaign personnel and suppliers. The subcommittee 
would have welcomed any information the Senator himself could make 
available, but Senator Butler did not elect to accept its invitation. 

The financial irregularities uncovered by this investigation of the 
sutler campaign were of a substantial nature, involved large sums of 
money and were engineered by the candidate’s own manager. We are 
impressed with the fact we are not considering actions by enthusiastic 
supporters of his candidacy operating from a base foreign to the 
candidate’s personal campaign. These practices emanated from his 
own headquarters, and the actors were his key campaign personnel. 
It is apparent Mr. Butler employed Jonkel and delegated to him the 
broadest authority to act in the candidate’s behalf. As stated by 
Mrs. Van Dyke, the headquarters office manager: 


Senator Monroney. But he [Jonkel] planned the advertising and the prepara- 
of pamphlets, secured the art work on the Butler campaign literature? 
Mrs. Van Dyk! that is correct. 
Senator Monroney. And in all ways and in all forms he handled the manage- 
n t and administration of the campaig That was stric Mr. Jonkel’s 
i 
\Mirs. VAN Dyke. Absolu Vv, Senator 
Senator MONRONEY. You were se¢ 1 in command ( he is go but 
re acting under his direction, Mrs. Van Dyke, we you no 
Mrs. \ Dyk! That is correc 
Sena MoNnRONEY. He ud 11 y o incur obligations for the Butler 
Ca i ¢ 
MI \ " DyKI That is e ec 
Senator Monroney. To authorize the form of literature, to denominate the 
i wo 4 prepal , 
\I Van D | orre 
And continuing 
Senator Monre y. His [Jonkel’s] decisions were not questioned in the office? 
I Dyk That is correct (R., pp. 1790-1791 


In addition there is ample evidence Senator Butler had actual per- 
sonal knowledge that a tabloid newspaper was to be produced and 
distributed in behalf of his candidacy. He had actual personal 
knowledge of the existence of the tabloid “From the Record”’ shortly 
ifter its production was accomplished and distribution begun, if not 


efore In referring to the ecandidate’s knowledge of the tabloid, 


Senator Monroney. And Mr. Butler saw it [From the Record] 5 or 6 

' 7 

fr. J | is, Lb on a Thursday—it was distrib fon Thursday 

Frid Distribution was being carried out at that time 

a) i \MIONRONI W here did it take place where di | you show it to him? 

Mr. Jon In our headquarter He came back from the caravan, stopped 
i adquar rs, and showed one 

Senator Monroney. Had you ever discussed the State-wide tabloid over the 
tele} rb tter? 

\Ir JON} bil Sir, the o1 ly time | re member discussing it with him, as I pre- 
viously testified, was when I said that all of the things that people wanted—I 
believe some people in there were saving that Mr. Butler was not hitting hard 
enou it Senator Tydings, and why didn’t he say this or that. After they left, 


I said there was a plan under way, or a project had been proposed, why don’t we 
put out a small newspaper to incorporate things. It was my idea, that if used at 
hey would be quoted from other sources, reprints from other things. That 


a 
ail, they wouid 


way you could put out that kind of thing, I suppose. He didn’t say he would not 
put 1 ut He asked me if it Was &a good idea. I said I did not know which 


it would answer a lot of questions for a lot of people, make them think we were 
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being cooperative to them That’s as much conversation as we had I have 
testified that before. 
Senator Monroney. He understood it would go out not under your respon- 
sibility, but under some other responsibilit , 
Mr. JONKEL. Ye 


Senator MoNRONEY. How longs 


gt Li F a 

Mr. JoNKEL. I don’t know. That may have been 4 weeks before the ele ; 

Senator MONRONEY. Quite some tim about the time, perhay thev started 
gathering material? ; 

Mr. JoNKEL. Before (R., pp. 1852-1853 


To this date Senator Jutler has not disclaimed re sponsibility for the 
tabloid, the faked photograph, or any other aspect of his campaign 
under investigation. 





INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. McCARTHY 


Under date of August 3, 1951, a report entitled “‘Marvland Sena- 
torial Election of 1950°’ was submitted by the Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections to the Committee on Rules and Admunistra- 
tion of the United States Senate. 

This report, dealing with the Marvland senatorial election of 1950, 
was concurred in by all five members of the Subcommittee on Privileges 
and Elections, namely, the Senator from lowa, Mr. Gillette; the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney; the Senator from Missouri, 
Mr. Henning; the Senator from New Jersey, Nii Hendrickson: and the 
Senator from Maine, Mrs. Smith. 

The unanimous concurrence of the members of the subcommittee 
in this report seemed to give it the color of nonpartisanship or biparti- 
sanship. In fact, however, the Republican Senator from New Jersey, 
Mr. Hendrickson; and the Republican Senator from Maine, Mrs. 
Smith, had long before gone on record with respect to the major issue 
in the Maryland senatorial campaign of 1950 in such a manner as to 


make their concurrence in the report practically inevitabl 


WHAT WAS THE BIG ISSUE IN MARYLAND IN 1950? 


In the interests of accuracy, the report of the Subcommittee on 
Privileges and Elections cannot be allowed to go unchallenged. 

The report fails to take any account of the big issue of the 1950 
senatorial election in the State of Maryland. To put it in its briefest 
possible form, that issue was one of ‘Communists in Government.”’ 

During the early part of 1950, the then senior Senator from Mary- 
land, Millard E., Tydings, was chairman of a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the United States. charged 
with the State Department employee lovalty investigation 

As is universally known, an investigation into the loyalty of Stat 
Department employees over which former Senator ‘Tvdings presided 
was ordered by the United States Senate as a result of charges made 
by me on the floor of the Senate. 

National attention was focused on the grave charges made by me 
and on the conduct of the investigation into those charges by former 
Senator Tydings. Throughout the so-called investigation, it was clear 
that the senior Senator from Marvland approached his task from the 
narrowest partisan viewpoint, with the ultimate result that disloyal 
persons were shielded from exposure and with the ultimate result that 
Communist subversion in Goverament was whitewashed 

Thanks to a free press and a free radio, the facts of this white wash 
were widely disseminated among the voters of the State of Maryland 
as well as throughout the Nation. 

One of the most vigorous attacks made upon My exposure ot (‘om 
munists in the State Department and my attempt to show that forme: 


tl 
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Senator Tydings was trying to whitewash the State Department was 
made on the floor of the Senate in a speech by the Senator from 
Maine, \Irs Smith, and il declaration of conscience, by the senator 
from Maine, Mrs. Smith, in which the Senator from New Jersev. Mr. 
Hendrickson, joined : 

| do not question the sincerity or honesty of Senators Smith and 
He ndriekson tN) the above-me itioned speech il ial declaration of Con 
scrence, nol do | question their sincerity and honesty Wm arriving’ at 
substantially the same conclusion th the majority report 

It would seem 1 accordance with sound judicial practice, however, 
that Senators Hendrickson and Smith should have disqualified them 
selves from serving on the subcommittee which investigated the Mary 
land election. The issue in this investigation was practically identical 
to the issue involved in the declaration of conscience 

lf my charges of Communists in the State Department and my 
charges that Tydings was attempting to whitewash the State De- 
partment were untrue, thea the speech made by Senator Smith and 
th ( eclaration of conscience jomned i) by senator Hendrickson were 
properly directed at me Likewise, if my charges of Communists 
n the State Department and a whitewash by Tvdings were untrue, 
then the part I took in the Maryland campaign was extremely unfair. 
Obviously therefore, a finding by the subcommittee that T was 
justified in exposing Tvdings’ whitewash in the Marvland campaign 
would have been in effect a complete repudiation of the above- 


mentor ed Speer hy 1? a declaration of CONSCIENCE 


Senators Hendrickson and Smith undoubtedly verv honestly felt 
they could fa rly evaluate that upon which they were already pub- 
licly conumitte d The same situation, of COULPSC, eXISts In prac tically 

very case in which a judge disqualifies himself It is not beeause he 
himself feels that he would be unfau The fact that he disqualifies 
himself indicates his fairness Every man is firmly convinced that 
he would be absolutely fan In fact. Tvdings himself undoubted], 
would have honestly felt that he could have sat as a committee mem 
ber and fairly passed upon the Marvland election. However, when 

idges appear to have an interest in a case or to have been previously 
committed, they ad squalify themselves not beenuse they fee] they 


1] ; | | oa 
uld be personally dishonest but in order to preserve the confidence 


' . wn : 
and the nteerit of the courts Phy same rule shoul 


{ 


apply to Senators 

It lone has been thre WIst and honorable practice ol Senators to 
refuse to sit in judgment where it would appear to the public that they 
might not be absolutely fair and impartial. Perhaps it should be 
made clear at this point that we should hot be unduly criti al of 


Senators Smith anc ti nary kson because of their failure Lo di qualify 


themscives in this CHSC They are both obviously honest, loval 
Americans and capable Senators If they had a background of either 
udicial or legal training, [| am certain they would not have insisted on 


continuine on the subeommiuttee, which would ultimately be obheed 
Lo eith ig iphold Or rep lint the position taken 11) t| i declaration 
of conscience against W hat they considered MeCarthy’s unfair fi rhyt 


against Communist influence in the State Department and Pvdings’ 


At this point it should be stated with all possible ( mphasis that the 
| 


j ; es 1 
oO ui CamMmpaligh to Ubhsea senator tLvaing’s in the elec- 
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tion of 1950 was unfairly conducted if the charge of a Tydings’ 
whitewash of Communists tn the State Department is untrue. If, o1 
the other hand, that charge cannot successfully be contradicted, then 
the victorious campaign of Senator John Marshall Butler was con 
ducted fairly and in the highest interests of thi peopl ot Marvland 
and the entire United States. 

Parenthetically, it should be noted that the members of the Sub 
committee on Privileges and Elections suffered from a bad case of 
jitters over the “outsiders’’ who took a hand tn the Marvland senatorial 
campaign. 

I remind the Senate that no loval American is an “outsider” whet 
it comes to getting rid of those who shield Communists in Govern 
ment. Many of the ‘outsiders’? were residents of the District of 
Columbia, who have no vote but are represented by Senators from 
the 48 States. It was an extremely healthy and encouraging sign to 
find them taking an active interest in the elections. Tyvdings, by 
his own acts, had made himself the symbol of the whitewash and 
cover-up of Communists in Government. That fact alone would 
have made the issue in Maryland a national issue, involving the very 
existence of the United States as a free nation, to which no loval 
American from anywhere in the 48 States or the District of Columbia 
could be an ‘‘outsider.”’ 

It should also be noted that every Senator is paid by and is supposed 
to represent not merely one State but all the — of this Nation 

The subcommittee also took strong exception to the fact that the 
Times-Herald and Sepgter Lewis were of great assistance in bringing 
the true facets to the attention of the people of the Free State of 
Marvland. The Times-Herald has a heavy circulation in Maryland 
and has a duty to bring the truth to the people of Marvland. Fulton 
Lewts is a resident of the State of Marvland and also has extensive 
radio coverage in that State and likewise owes an equal duty to those 
people 

Another newspaper and radio commentator took an active interest 
in the Marvland election—the Washington Post, one of whose 
reporters, according to the confession of Sorge, directed the Sorge 
international Communist espionage ring; and Drew Pearson, who, by 
his own admission, kept on his staff a Communist writer, “trying to 
reform him.’ Strangely the subcommittee made no mention of the 
Washington Post or Drew Pearson, who alwavs bleed whenever a 
Communist is scratched, and who were vigorously and violently 
supporting Millard Tydings and opposing John Marshall Butler 

I believe I should make it clear that 1 do not think it was improper 
for the Washington Post or Pearson to take part in that campaign, 
However, if it was improper for the Times-Herald and Fulton Lewis 
to take part in the campaign, then it was equally improper for the 
Washington Post and Drew Pearson to do so 


REACTION OF MARYLAND DEMOCRATIC VOTERS IN 1950 PRIMARY 


The sharp reaction of Maryland Democratic voters to the Tydings 
whitewash was clearly reflected in the prim: iry election of the State 
which took place on September 18, 1950. 

This reaction was registered with obviously disastrous results for 
Tydings before the campaign of Senator Butler got under way. The 





14 MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 


Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections and fermer Senator Tydings 
complain bitterly of the fact that Senator Butler impugned Senator 
Tydings’ conduct of the loyalty investigation, but they say nothing of 
the damning charges brought against Tydings within his own party 
prior to the primary election. 

One of Tydings’ opponents in the Democrat primary was Hugh J. 
Monaghan. On August 31, Monaghan charged that the report of the 
Tydings’ subcommittee of the Committee on Foreign Relations had 
“oiven the green light to Stalin’s agents in this country to continue to 
gnaw at the foundation of our national security.” It would be hard to 
frame a graver charge, but it must be noted that the charge came 
from one of Tydings’ fellow Democrats. 

An unprecedented result in the Democrat primary was that 126,849 
\Miarvland Democrats who expressed a preference for their Democrat 
cubernational candidates failed to vote in the Democrat Senate race 
Nothing like that had ever happened before in a Maryland prinary, 
or in any other State 

What did it mean? The answer is obvious. It meant that the two 
voung men who were running against Tydings had not made them- 
selves sufficiently known to the Maryland veters so that they felt they 
could intelligently vote for either one of them, not knowing them, 
but that they did know Tydings and could not bring themselves to 
vote for him. This accurately predicted the inevitable defeat of 
Tydings in the general election, because even disregarding the Repub- 
lican vote, the total of those who voted against Tydings or who 
refused to vote was greater than the vote he received. 

The Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections vor et the intel- 
lectual capacity of the voters of the State of Maryland to pass upon 
the vital issues with which they are confr rnted on election day. “The 
fact is,’ savs the report of the aiienmemnitton, “that the people them- 
selves are not in possession of sufficient reliable information upon 
which to judge * * *.’ That must be characterized as one of the 
most astonishing statements ever incorporated in a Senate report 

This is still a free country, despite all that the subcommittee may 


imply to the contrary. No all-powerful state or any other vested 
interest should have any monopolistic control over the dissemination 
of information. The media of mass communic — in this country 
are and should remain available t to and be used | every shade of 


political opinion. ‘To suggest or imply, as the re var of the subeom- 
mittee does, that the facts of the Tydings whitewash of Communists 
in the State Department should have been rigorously suppressed is 
to embrace the totalitarian doctrine of a Goebbels or a Stalin. 


THE TABLOLD 


The subcommittee referred to the tabloid in general terms as “‘dis- 
ree simple decency and common honesty, and designed to create 
and exploit doubts about the loyalty of former Senator Tydings.” 
The subcommittee then gave three specific objections t o the ts abloid: 

First 
e material in the tabloid related to the State Department em- 
valty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairmanship of Senator 





vdings and was consistently critical of his participation in and conduct of that 
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That statement, Made in the report | mav say LUSOLULELY COrTe 

Second: A composite picture of Tydings and Browde 

Third: An article entitled “Tydings Group Held Up Arms 

This particular artich having been singled Ou we can assum 
it Was considered hy the subcommittee as the bes xuample of | 
the articles in the tabloid ‘disr carded sil ple dec and comn 
honesty.” 

The subeomm tlee overlooked the fact ths rth ~ 
unswer to a ca ip l pee hy made by Tyd hi ad re pol l 
Baltimore Sun of September 50, L195! 1 eall tl arcs url\ ) 
attention of the subcommittee members Oni I ments | 
by him at the tim according to the Baltimor Sul TS yw I 
done what th k publicans wanted mn Kor a there ( id ot | 
been acun out there.’ 

Tvdings was apparently referring to the fact tl Republic 
voted ac yp d S150.000,.000 ! OM ( sO 
Kore | clude 1 ( | 
Wk an 1 1): ( ¢ } \ ( 4d I 
recom! Ll and he] A 0 
as an { allo muth I t the worl 
not know that we pushed het Lattimore the Kreml fire 
mm our Govern! nto OTMIZeC i ! if mited ¢ ‘ 
South Korea to economic aid, w i R ‘ Vos ual v Nol r WK 
the fall of South Korea ws Vitabl Wl -. 1 
voters of Marvland that Republhe: ( { On 
was denying gun o South hore Der 
or had be nh comp! ; 1) cel ) | I i 
‘let hem fal uy TiN hen on ( 1 » th 

DPer 1} \ I (} 

The articl cl subeom sets fe 
clearly the { t| he Congress had vo | S87 30 
for military aid, anv part of which was avai: I So h ho 
2 i he » ) HHO COED ow rmMarkead or So | IK ilo ( ) 
even though this monev was available n months elLore 
opening of the Korean War, only $200 w mr South Ke 
und tha spent for some baling wi Not a et fe 
ul de that hae ,ai1n } 1) 1 Oo} ( te SuUCe i ) ile 
The subcommit yparently feels th va rig or Ty 
to falsel ( he Repubheans of kee] Tu Om SO h lo 
but that it was “disregarding simple decene id common hones 
to pomt oul hat th heirmen of the powerful Senate Armed Sery 
Committee tailed to take a smelt p to mark I hat the 
which the Sena had voted for South Korea wet ietuall 
delivered 

i} COMPOSI PHOTOS Pi 

The Subcommi © on Privileges and Elections has made m 
wv composite picture which was publish d in the tabloid 

This composite photograph, plainly labeled as such, con 
photographs of Tydi Communist Leader Earl Browder. 
clear intent of the Composite photog ph was to aepl ymethi 
the dee e oO] colla oration between Tydin rS al Bre Wael hel 
latter was a witness before the snbeommitt: f the Comn 
Foret R igtions ) \p 27, 1950 
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I readily agree that composite photographs in general are improper 
and are to be condemned in political campaigns. Fortunately, in this 
particular instance, however, the composite photograph of Tydings 
and Browder did not as a matter of fact misrepresent the attitude of 
the former Se\2tor from Maryland toward the notorious Communist 
leader. Fore casei: toward the end of Browder’s testimony, Senator 
‘Tydings resoried to cajolery in a desperate effort to get the Communist 
leader to answer a question concerning the Communist Party mem- 
bership of John Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service. 

When Tydings asked Communist leader Earl Browder whether 
John Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service were members of the 
Communist Party or not, the Senator from Maryland had absolute 
knowledge of what the answer would be—if the Communist leader 
obliged him by giving any answer. He knew that the answer would 
be “No.” 

Earlier in the questioning of Browder, the following exchange took 


place: 


Mr. Morean. I do not like to ask this question, Mr. Browder, but I intend to 
If you did know of Communists in the State Department, would you tell u 
whether vou did or did not? 

Mr. Browper, If-1 had incidentally known Communists in the State Depart- 
ment [ would not give you their narne O 


eally, and unmistakably put Senator Tydings on notice that the 

Communist leader would not admit that John Carter Vincent and John 

Stewart Service were members of the Communist Party. Tydings’ 

question was, therefore, utterly meaningless—except to serve what 

the Senator from Maryland called “the purpose of this inquiry.” 
When Browder demurred, former Senator ‘T'ydings said: 


This statement of Browder, given wader oath, explicitly, categori- 


I see your point of view Iam not arguing at the moment, but I do think vou 
are defeating the purpose of this inquiry in a way that vou perhaps do not realize, 
if vou allow this to be obscured, and if vou felt you could answer, in the case of 


Mr. Vincent and Mr. Service, | would be very grateful to vou, 


Browder was apparently touched by the moving and unprecedented 
plea, addressed by a United States Senator to a Communist enemy 
of this country, and promptly acquiesced in the business of furthering 
instead of defeating the purpose of this inquiry by stating that John 
Carter Vincent and John Stewart Service were not connected directly 
or indirectly with the Communist Party 

Obviously pleased with the Communist leader’s answer, former 
Senator Tydings immediately said: 


Thank you, sir. 


The “purpose of the inquiry” as conceived by the former Senator 
from Maryland had been advanced. So very grateful was he that he 
proceeded to adjourn the hearings, even going so far as to shut off 
any further questioning of Stalin’s long-time agent in this country by 
Senator Hickenlooper. 

No composite photograph could adequately depict this exchange 
between Tydings and Browder. 

The third ob jection of the subcommittee that ‘the bulk of the 
material in the tabloid related to the State Department employees’ 
loyalty investigation conducted in 1950 under the chairmanslup of 
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Senator Tydings, and was consiste ‘ntly critical of his participation io 
and conduct of that investigation,” is a correct description of the 
tabloid. 

In view of the subcommittee’s description of the tabliod as a whole 
as ‘‘disregarding simple honesty and common decency,” it might be 
well to analyze each article in the tabloid, which, for obvious reasons, 
the subcommittee failed to do. 

The first article is entitled “Tydings Sponsored Lattimore Lectures 
on Soviet Russia’ 


TYDINGS SPONSORED LATTIMORE LECTURES ON Soviet Rwvssta 


Washington’s political circles are chuck] ng over tf revelation that Senator 
'vdings, who recently attempted to clear e State Department of all taint of 
communism, once spo! ored Owen Lattimore in a series of lectures on Com $ 


Ru sla 

The amazement is caused by the facet that vdings peaking on the Senate 
floor Julv 30, said 

‘Then we come to the case of Owen Lattimore So far a KNOW never saw 


Mr. Lattimore in my life until he came before the committee 


LATTIMORI ACCUSED 


Lattimore, who was Far East consultant for the State Department, came into 
the picture when spenator Mee arthy charged that he Was a top Communist Spy 
while working with the Department 

But Tyvdings gave Lattimore, along with all other persons named before his 


committee, a clean bill Then in defense of his committee report, Tvdings said 
he didn’t even know him 

The reco rds of the committee sponsoring the Four Off-the-Record Evenings 
on Russia in Washington list Tvdings and his wife among the patror and 
patronesses of a series of discussions on Russia held 1947 Mr lvdings is 
the former Eleanor Davies, daughter of Joseph I Davies, former Ambassador 
to Russia and author of Mission to Moscow 


Hil O P¢ I 

Ihe list of sponsors f ‘ ctures als ( es A H 1 pe rer 
und his wife, and J Ira ter and f¢ 

Frankfurter br H ( Gover ( i i ‘ ror 
Hiss when an An ca irv fo 1 the latter g 
pied for R 1a 

iH \ chairman of one of the meetings sponsored | | ( t 
inder d was How Russia Does B es 

Lattimore spol ons e Russia \me 1 Is ( 

The following explanation of the leetures on Communist Russia appeat ne 
of th programs 

“Russiar to most of us today, is simply an nKNOW ur sincere desire to 
understand and to know the country and its peopl is generally met with prejudiced 
or il complete informat on 

These discussions, led by men with knowledge and experience in Russian 
affairs, will provide facts and information on the most vitally important problem 
facing Americans today—Russia.”’ 


The truth of this is attested to by a program which was presented to 
the Senate entitled “Four Off-the-Record Evenings on Russia.” It 
shows that Mr. and Mrs. Millard Tvdings were sponsors of a talk 
bv Owen Lattimore, Raymond Swing, and Harrison Salisbury, a former 
Moscow correspondent, on Monday, February 17, at 8:30 to 10 p.m. 
The photostat does not show the vear, but I understand it was 1948 
Incidentally, Alger Hiss presided at the third lecture which was 
sponsored by Tvdings. 

The next article is entitled ‘‘Report Omitted Lodge Queries” 
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Reeort Omirrep Lopck QueERIBs 


Senator Cabot Lodge, of Massachusetts, on Julv 24, told the United States 
s i I to tvpewritts pages covering one of the most important meetings 
held by tl! lyvdings committee had been deliberately omitted from the record 
l I ] Dine ~¢ 1 | pres¢ nted to the Senate bv Senator Tvdui ys 

I lisclosure forced 'Tydings into having the 35 pages specially printed and 

1 separate volume known as part III 

| urged that ft pa withheld from the Sena dt publie by 
| ce i OF Guestious W I tho ht the subcommittee s!} 1 
a vl b tee d ot as 

| i ! » Lreac hose methods and the tacti i leaving out 
parts of the testimony and proceedings.’’ Lod said, ‘Tl thi 
ely Congressional Record, Julv 24, 1950. p. 10971 


This article quotes Senator Lodge's speech made on July 24, 1950, on 


page 10971 of the ¢ ‘ongressional Record. Senator Lodge on that day 


used other and even stronger language to describe Tydings’ activities 
than that quoted in the tabloid. There were omitted fron the tabloid 
hy showed that 


Tvdings refused, on pages 2521 and 2522 of the hearing’ to take evi 


articles those portions of the omitted record whi 


dence of the Communist activities and membership of Theodore Geiger, 
former State Department employee and then one of the top assistants 
to Paul Hoffman, then head of ECA. As such he was working closely 
with the State Department. Said Tydings, when counsel Morris 
pressed him to hear witnesses who claimed to have belonged to the 
same Communist cell with Geiger, ‘Turn it over to the FBI or do 
something else with it I would like to get a decision here. We 
don’t want to waste this afternoon.” 


rest 


The Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Lodge, also clearly set forth 


in this omitted see tioh, W hat a really foul job the committee had done, 


and he placed his finger on major omissions In the investigation. 


In this connection, the Tvdings committee had the first two sections 


of the hearnu Os packaged for mailing to those who re Cy ule sted the same 


and omitted encl sing the third section which the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts forced them to print 
ollowing is the entire speech made by the Senator from Massa 
' ) ; 
CHLUSE 3 on that dat 
| | ) | S itor from Mi aware of t fact i the printed 
! CO l ( ( i il ther r ed be I 
i 1488, a a) rit ) T the \ | bine ibcomm!i 
! IR 
Mr. J l | referred to In! ul ( or; I just learned 
Mr. Lor e Senator from M ina f the f that the part which 
! kk y lor | of ques vI h | thoueht the subeommittee 
S { ) } ) 1 t ask? 
\I | GUSON. Ye I a nfort 1 of that I am glad the Senator from 
\1 hy t i yf ( iuttention ¢ Senate ut’ this 
Ir. Lop Mr. Presid Senator permit me to say that I shall not 
aracterize tho methods and the tact of leaving out of the 
DI te parts of the testimony and proceedings? | shall not characterize 
1 Ded | I I Deak I selye 
1 ild like to ask the Senator whether he we {| object to having 
1 Congress al Record, as a part of his remarks, t 
) nittee tra ript hich ha been omitted from the 
| ! ( Would the Senator obi t t t’? 
| ON. No, Mr. President; I shall not object I ask unanimous con 
it portio which the Senator has referred may be printed at this 
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The Vick PRESIDEN’ 





Mr. McMauwon. Mr ( v t fi ley 
make an observation, if pel! i ia 
happy that the Senator 
mony at this point in tl (Conger ional R 

imony which wa 4 ther eX ‘ 
be I . printea I 1 i sena I i i | 
has availabl » | pmiet record f ¢ ' 

heom nittee rece ed 

Mr. Lopes. It posed to be complet | ( ' 
to the fact that it ha erv carefully ed 

Mr. McMauon. No: I mean I understand the § 

is available to | enograp 

So far as | i S 

( yTet volu 1 ‘ ™ 

! ed vi ne d ‘4 ‘ ‘ 
the S« itor ild ‘ e T ( } 
Dut perhap 1a ! 1 as 

Cl i ) i i> 
i lar unber of ‘ Cor e pr 

Mr. Lop In ; pet 
LanKE i | i yr I 1 | 
pri ed a ) ( il R ra 


The Vice Presipentr. Is there objection? W 
Next is a picture of Mr. Tydings together with an article labe 
*fAn Editorial ; While perhaps Tydings appearance WoO ld nol 


instill confidence in him on the part of voters, he can hardly blam« 
his appearance on the Butler campaign commi It mi be well 
at this point to compare this tame editorial m: ink a OomMmpanys 
the picture with some of the typical « fitorials written bv outstandin 
newspapers throughout the country For example, one from. th 
Indianapolis Times entitled “Smellier and Smellier’’: on [Por Ui 


Cincinnat Enq rel entitles “Whitewa h ol Red Charge ( 
the Dallas \lorning News entitled ‘Whitewas! Pitch in O \lix- 


ture’: one from the Wheeling Intelligence ntitled “B 


Whitewash *- one from the Shreveport ‘Times tied ““G | 
for the Reds’; one from the St Louis Globe-Den 
“Convenient Whitewash”: one from the Appleton Post-Cresce1 
entitled “So Here’s How It Stands”: anoth: om the Illinois St 
Journal entitled “The Whitewash’: another from the Arizona St 
entitled “Owen Lattimore Self-Re vealed’ and another tron the 
New York Journal American entitled ‘““A Shameful Perforn 

It is pertinent to compare those editorials publ shed in respect 
and well-known hewspapers and mserted thre Cong esslonal ci ora 
with the editorial irom the tabloid, which was as follows 


Senator Millard E. Tyd I g i 1) 

was ordered by the | i States Senate 
e Sta Dena ‘ I] f } 

l'y WAS £ e order a s ( \ 
si ute ( ad for | _ ) A 
DY DD and Co r= Niet 
~ i ead } } yf i ~ 
} ) nto G ‘ t And at ba ~ | 
Rela s 4 I l ct on l vi I uci i ~ ) 
partment Mmplove Ly 11 Of Car i! out S¢€ Lit l 1 
of the inquiry sul mittee, played the 17 un-P 
poitices He iutta | \l {al H 1 pered | 
whitewashed every person named \I i 
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Next are two cartoons to which I understand no one has taken ex- 
ception. One ts entitled ‘Premature Decision,” from the Chicago 
Tribune. The other is entitled “Greatest Show on Earth,” from the 
Cincinnati Enquirer. 

The next article is one entitled “Korean Money Disappeared.” 
This article consists of a direct quotation from the Congressional 
Record, and deals with Tydings’ failure as chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, which is more fully discussed later. 

The article reads as follows: , 





From the Congressional Record of September 23, 1050 
KOREAN Money DIsSAPPEARED—THE ADMINISTRATION’sS Lap Dog? 


\s chairman of the Armed Service Committee, Senator Tvdings should know 


where the $90,000,000,000 we spent to make this Nation militarily strong went. 


\s chairman of that committee he should know why only $200 was spent to arm 
South Korea, out of a total of $85,300,000 which was appropris ited for that 
purpose, (As chairman of that committee, he should be the powerful, vigilant 


watchdog of 152,000,000 American people—truly a great job. 

Unfortunately, the man whom the administration placed in charge of that 
committee, instead of being a bristling, vigilant watchdog, is the administration’s 
whimpering lap dog. 

The next articles are entitled ““Tydings Group Held up Arms’”’ and 
“Tvdings Committee Blamed for High Korean Casualties,”’ which 
have already been fully discussed. 

I have already pointed out that these articles were in answer to a 
lving spree upon which Mr. Tydings embarked and claimed that 
Republicans were responsible for a lack of guns in Korea, even though 
he knew that Republicans and Democrats unanimously voted for the 
$87,300,000 military aid for that area, earmarking $10,300,000 for 
Korea. He should have been following through and he should have 
known that not one ounce of gunpowder, not one gun, went to Korea 
only $200 worth of bailing wire. Why the subcommittee thinks it was 
proper for Tydings to lie and improper for the Butler campaign com- 
mittee to put the finger on that lie 1do not know. Tydings apparently 
took the position that, as chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, he had no more responsibility in regard to seeing that 
this program was carried out than that of the most junior Senator on 
the District of Columbia Committee. 

In other words, once the chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee voted for the arms aid, his job was ended. If such an 
assumption be true, then these two articles are in error. Only by the 
most tortured reasoning and the most twisted and inaccurate concept 
of the duties of the chairman of this most powerful committee could 
one arrive at such a conclusion. Apparently Mr. Tydings operated 
under this completely fallacious idea as to what his duties were, 
which is another reason why it is a great thing for this Nation that 
the Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler, was elected. 

The two newspaper articles to which I have just referred read as 
follows: 

Tyvincs Group Herp Up Arms 


One of the fundamental reasons for our early failitres in the Korean War is being 


thar ed to the Senate Armed Services Comrnittec, headed by Senator Tydings 


Last vear Congress appropriated $87,300,000 to arm the South Koreans Che 
money was authorized in twe bills One set aside $75,000,009 to furnish planes, 





MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 5] 


tanks, antitank e@uns, rifles, and ammunition, anv part of which could |} | 
Korea Che SECO d bill earmarked STOO. 300.000 for kore 4 

\ cheek-up reveals that onlv $200 of thi one was spent before tl \ 
Koreans attacked. It was spent for baling wire Mhe Armed Ser ( tte 
did not use its power to see the monev was used it to prevent t leba 


Korea 


Typine ( OMMITTE! Bi AMED FOR Hr H INORI N 4 

BariTiMore, Mp Veteran observers are holding Senator T 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, to blan for the horrible cost of the war 
Korea It has been pointed out that Tyvdin ead of tl oe ule ol 
which controls the Department of Defense, and which failed to provide 
W 1 ( nece SArv &¢ p ‘ coe protec t f ) ~ } { } ‘ 
ha Dat - riticed lLorea 

The le lraw e dur wh h A ? ; id f f 
overru (om 1 S Der T t 1 eT . ¢ t ‘ 
di race these opservers po fou 


Onlv through the master strategy of General MacArt rand 
organization of our forees has this country been al to nush the aver sors hack 


cross the 3Sth parallel 





Latest fieures show Marvland has paid for this grievous situatior 
3453 casualties Of this number 15 have 1: 192 w led, So at 
20 have been injured and one Marvland b en prisonet 

ryvdines’ part in this travedy that he failed to take a determined and stror 
hand to bacl up our men Who wer sent oversea to hold the | e whi the Stat 
Department haveled and seesawed over the count: for lr po 

OMMITTE VOID | 

Followine the miheatior f our Armed Fore at ant tru le 
broke out The controversy rolled to high piteh in the House of Repre 
over such questions as 

Should the Navy be reduced? Should funds be withheld from t Lir For 
What should be done about furnishing the Army tar and tactical : 
And, last but not least, should the Marines be gobbled up or ren a 
force in their own right? 

During this time Tvdines led his committee away from the raeir ontrover 
He ducked anv seriou checkup of our d fense resoul His excuse i 
did not believe the Senate should look into tt atter a Or as it Was 


thrash . { out by the Hlo Ist 


Result Korea and 343 easualties for Marvla 


» 


In connection with the question of the duties of the chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, attention is directed to the fol- 
lowing quotation from a real ‘“‘ veteran observer” of things militarv—a 
news columnist whose opinions on thiags military rates high in both 
civil and military quarters, one of the outstanding writers on things 
military—David Lawrence: 


What did the Senate do? Here was the biggest fall down Here is where the 
real checking should have been done, because the Senate is recognized as the 
more powerful and influential body of the two. The Senate, however, depended 
on its Armed Services Committee. This is headed by Senator Millard Tvd 
of Maryland, Democrat, who studiously avoided any serious checkup or inveé 
gation. With his colleagues he repeatedly steered away from the nt 
over preparedness which raged in the House committee last autumt He inter 
vened only to coerce the House Armed Services Committee and military met 
generally by threatening, in effect, to hold up the legislation providing for mili- 
tary pay increases unless the Navy and Army officers knuckled under and ac- 
cepted the Tydings “‘‘unification’’ plan. Thus far this plan has served only t 
weaken the defense structure 

x * * 


such things as Senator Tydings’ clever whitewash of Secretary of 


Navy Matthews when he punished Admiral Denfeld for telling the Americar 
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| the truth about their defenses will not be ignored by the Senate. The 
sent system is such that unless Senator Tydings brings to the attention of the 
ate itself problems related to military affairs, they do not get much considera- 
tion by that body Chere is no partnership of interest under the present system 
and » committee chairman can squelch any inquiry he wishestosquelch, (August 
1950 


If the article in the tabloid libeled Mr. Tvdings, then the article by 
this outstanding, unbiased, military expert libeled him infinitely more 
On another day, November 20, 1950, David Lawrence said: 





House committee did a splendid job, but Senator Tydings, who dominated 

Senate Armed Services Committee, did a whitewast Will polities be laid 

wide 1 v to certain how the colossal blunder in our strategy was made? The 

f } f the nearly 9.000 who are cone w | ‘“obablv like to know what 

( ress and the President will do about the whose military judgment 
ied 1 found wanting 


Next is an article entitled “Senator Tydings Promised Probe, But 
Gave Whitewash Instead.” 

This consists almost entirely of a documented chronological story 
of the hearing with the authorities clearly cited in the story itself. 
SENATOR Typincs Promisep ProrE, Bur Gave WuirewaAsH INSTEAD—ComM- 

MITTEE IcGcNoRES McCartuy’s CHARCES 


Wasutneron, D. C.—The failure of Senator Tvdings (Democrat) of Maryland 
» carry out the orders of the United States Senate to investigate the State Depart- 
now has been proven conclusively in the Congressional Record. 

The Congressional Record is the official report of all proceedings in the Senate 


and House of Representatives of the United States. 


M CARTHY RROUGHT CHARCES 


hie ficial history of Tvdings’ failure shows that on February 20, 1950, Senator 











‘ 
Joe MeCar Republican, of Wisconsin charged on the floor of the Senate that 
he had lence indicating that Communists and Communist sympathizers were 
emplo {in the United States Government 
Hi ld si that the Government’s own files in the FBI, Army intelli- 
gence, Navy intelligence, Central Intelligence Agenev, Secret Service, Civil 
Service nited States lovaltv boards, and the State Department would bear out 
| se 2 davs later, February 22, by a unanimous vote, ordered its Com- 
| Ie itions to} LK 1 ltl hate wvestigatior 
SENATE REC NIZED DANGEIF 
Che exact words of the Senate’s directive show plaints it recognized the utter 
ipse of State Department security 
The United States Senate order read: 
- Senate Committee on #oreign Relations, or any dulv 
I 1 beommittee thereof, is authorized and directed to conduct a fuil and 





complete study or investigation as to whether persons who are disloyal to the 
been emploved by the Department of State.”’ 





I} Tyd s wl vash committee, from its first day down to this, has never 
yheved } it o7 } 
PROMISI OMPLI PROE 
On the first day of the hearings held by the Tydings committee, Tydings leaned 
i wand vid »M wrt 
Y ¢ I i who occa { ti near AI ) ras lam eaneerned ji 
! yO i! Ol! »>vet one OL the iOst compete } est tions ever 
en ind { of this R pub oO far Vv abiliti vill p Vi 
Due tppears Oh pa 6, part I of the off il record of the heari S 
! d 4 Cine ted State Governn Pri ( Office by 1 Senate ( n 
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I Y PO 
Cvdines made tl t ( few s t me r 
oO t} conrmitte om Ka nont ( 7 ! 
wt { ( led a , , (‘yy ) 
of Rhode Island, and § MeM D 
vd ) 
ly his repe j \ } 
MeCarthy bh ’ t ~ 
ot ucte to I fa 
his p ’ } rT 
} ) ‘ \ 
t | ) 


\ { | | » éé > I> ry } \ 
Next Is an art readed ““Nation’s Press Blasts Tvdings White- 
washing.”?” No comment is necessary on these editorials from various 


newspapers thro ( h mit the country o er than Oo Ssh ha ali are 














CASH availal ) ivone interested in looking then nto] sure 
that they were prop: riv and acé irately quoter n the t ibloid 

rr ! . 11 . 

Che article reads as follows: 
NATION’S Prt Bi rs Typ P VW | H 

} P } ‘ 

Senator Tyding andling of the inve ‘ of the State Department br t 
a flood of criticis1 ipon Congr and ! f Mar i enor re a- 
tive in the United States Senate ure f ( fr ( 1 I 
all-over the countrs 
of langu: l bvi bias and pa pa eral ta re ya t 
Was Cre oO i eq re rai ( 1 ' \Y i c j 
In the it 

Charlotte Ob Phe De ra jor ea S rT f 











convenient OLS i ev pl lr | iitica i Vv i i sto }) na 
the Truman red herri doctrine 

New York Herald Tribune Chere is plenty o ut t no ( t he 
report made by three Senate Democrats criticizing the arges made by Senator 
MeCarthy, Republican concer: r Communis n the Government it is most 
unfortunat hat Senators Tvdir >, MeMahor wd ree! Who signee rey 
allowed t taff who mposed it to phrase the doe ent i anguage of } 
cal invective.’ 

Philadelphia I) yu ( he ineffective op pertormed DY the | a Dc 
mittee points furt er to the need of better investigating macni ry to cnec} mn the 
Government’s loyalty prograt 

New York Jou ! ? ‘ “The Tvdings group elonging to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, has indisputable jurisdiction to cooduct a ae f 
invest 101 So far, the ib nm) e ha iad ird 1 re j is 
direction.”’ 

Philadelphia Ing irer The net result of the administration’s senseless failure 
to cooperate in the problem of alle 1 comn is! flltratio to the Gover ent 
has been to increase Suspicion and iower the S Denar ‘ prestig 

Boston Herald: ‘‘The villian in the present investigation is not Senator Me 
Carthy. The villian is Senator Millard EF. Tydi f Marvland, w Das Ae 1 
from the tar f 1 vere Met { who ( eve 
conceivable 1 g bloek it 1V and who ha f s I ! re 
nteres ! pT ecting lot of fu V-l der té ect l é l t 
than he was irding the hts of Amer i ry 
caug! ‘ead in a pig pen thar their compa 

Providence Journa We vould like to see tl Whole i r take! 
ha Is of the —. | Q Out t 1 rned « er 7 ) \¢ 
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Detroit News: “Having earlier embraced and defended Lattimore, Senator 
Tydings’ group appears now to be bent on proving mainly that he is a myth—a 
man without any influence or status whatever. This change of line would not 


make sense, unless the committee already knows much more than it has yet told 
the public.” 


New York Herald Tribune: ‘‘The Tydings subcommittee had proceeded with a 
colossal incompetence,” 

Washington News: ‘‘As chairman of the subcommittee appointed to investigate 
alleged Communist influences in the State Department, Senator Tydings of 
Marvland has it within his power to be of great service to his country. Sut he 
is muffing that opportunity. In his eagerness to discredit Senator MeCarthy 
he has almost completely overlooked the real question at issue—the alleged Com 
munist infiltration of the Government. He is conducting a partisan star-chamber 
proceeding, apparently designed to bury the inquiry just as soon as the white 
wash brush ean be applied without provoking undue publie protests. Known as 


a man of more promise than achievement, possibly because of lack of industry 
he has a chance here to add luster to his name simply by throwing the inquiry 


wide open and putting competent investigators at work. Instead he is letting it 
degenerate into a crude farce.”’ 
Philadelphia Inquirer: “Instead of pressing vigorously for a thorough, impartial 


sifting of the charges, both the President and Tydings have chosen to treat the 
whole affair as a partisan game.” 


Next is an editorial entitled “The Free State’s Choice,” extolling 
the virtues of the Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler, and mildly 
criticizing Tydings in a much gentler vein than most of the critical 
editorials which appeared throughout the hearings. It is needless to 
point out that if there is anything scurrilous in this editorial, then a 
great number of honest newspapers have libeled Tydings. 

The editorial reads as follows: 


THe FREE Stratve’s CHOICE 


One of the most important national political races in the country is centered 
today in the \” rvland battle between John Marshall Butler and Millard E. 
Tyvdings for a se in the United States Senate. 

Tydings is fighting desperately for reelection in the face of overwhelming 
evidence that he is not the man some thought he was when Maryland first sent 
him to the Senate. In 1938, Tvdings was so independent that he successfully 
bucked the Roosevelt machine which had attempted to unseat him. 

Today he is known as one of the Senators who will “go along’ with the White 
House no matter what he is asked to do. 

One of the biggest jobs he accomplished for the Truman-Pendergast crowd was 
to whitewash the disloyalty charges made against employees of the State 
Depart ment. 

(nother accomplishment was to hold the line as chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee while the foreign policy of the country was being butchered. 
It is certainly not to his credit that this misadventure in Korea has cost the State 
of Maryland more than 343 casualties—dead, wounded, and missing. 

Tydings is to be well paid for his change in loyalty from his State to the White 
House gang. It is an open secret that he will be given a juicy Government plum 
if he is defeated November 7. However, Truman would like so very much to have 
Tydings remain in the Senate that he made a speech boosting Tvdings in Cumber- 
land before the primary began. 

Truman’s demand that Maryland voters keep Tydings on the national pavroll 
is quite a change from the time when Roocevelt told the spme voters to kiek 
Tydings out. The voters didn’t listen to Roosevelt. Maybe they won’t listen 
to Truman. 

In this campaign Tydings is faced by a man who has never been in polities 
before. John Marshall Butler has devoted his life up to this vear to his family 
and to his private law practice. He is a partner in the firm of Venable, Baetjer, 
and Howard. He is recognized as a man of high moral character. 

Butler made the decision to oppose Tydings because he, like many other 
Marylanders, does not believe his State is being well represented by an errand boy 
for the selfish national administration. 
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It is extremely encouraging to those who wish a change from a dynasty of deals 
forward to do battle at the polls 
It demonstrates beyond question t 


of true Americans 


directed by the ‘great brain’? in Washington to see a man such as Butler step 


hye 


Next is an article entitled “Colleagues Say Senate Order Was 
Ignored.” 

The remarks made by the Senator from Lowa appear in the Con- 
gressional Record of July 20, 1950; the remarks of the Senator from 
New York appear in the Record of July 21, 1950; the remarks of the 
Senator from Massachusetts appear in the Record of July 21, 1950; 
the remarks of the senator from Michigan appeal It) the Record of 
duly 24, 1950 

The article reads as follows: 


Couneacves Say Senate Orper Was Tenor Pypincs INVESTIGATION 
Hoopwinkrp” N 


Senator Tvdings colleagues in the Senate ere so are ed over vhite ish 
report on the State Departmy t that debate raged for day nthe Senate 

The following are statements, taken from the Congressional Reeord, the official 
report on the proceedings of the United States Congr 

Senator Hickenlooper, Lowa 

Practically no effort was made to undertake a vestigation of dislovalty in 
the State Department as tl ( nimitte¢ is charged to da ) ‘ ( te res 1- 
tion. Che Senate resolution did not direct the committee to prosecute or perse- 
cute, to malign, condone, or condemn the Senator from Wisconsin. It directed 
the oOmmittee to exan tit Vait l trie state Depart { i i that as ! tt CQ) 
don 

; \ RDED Ss] ' 

Ss rr lve \ Yor 

Sot! ( i D 1 ( { i ral i i\ ited 
on the Senat f e | ed States and e American p ( ) yn 
S ¢ d } he apnppare i¢ hnerate rt ( I ! r 
he V1 I e ate t ( pore ed if Li¢ | 2 { Y 
Resolution 231, as { rdopted | the Sena 

The me of e re} uid vesterd est he 
ubc ) I et \ly | 1 I ) oO 1 esti ( t Ss 
vestivati { bet 1 1 I ul i x _ in 
Wiscor \I VicCa 

j ) IN‘ NATIO 

Senator Lodge, Massachus 

| t rie ho ive I >The \ rit ( I Cl ) ra ) 
I wi ivVton vod fr d f Ne \Lex it ( ( d 
ot do that » create hie pression before e ¢ i ( ive on- 
sidered e whole g nn of foreign pe itio ise a@ not verv | Sede 
sion—but is true nevertheless vould | un attemy] hoodw the ecountr . 

Senator Ferguson, Michig 

The fact represt ed t his Dor ca ( iA ero ciose to emt it o 
the 1 ernal propa iff ricks of total t i i s emperate iguace 
resembles that wl ich we might expect fro! k'a Ist Ke Coebhbe , OF from the 
Communist, Vishinsky Its attacks upon Senator nstead of investigating 
charges are the same turning pside down of the truth that enables communism 
to make the absurd claim that the United States is the aggressor in Korea and 
that South Korea committed an act of aggression upon North Korea 

Following are the remarks of Senators Mundt and additional re- 


marks of Senator Lodge which could have been included in the tabloid 
but were not, for lack of space: 


Mr. Munpr. In view of the very extraordinary manner in which the so-called 


committee report has been given to the Senate, DV virtue ol he Tact at in the 
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or i in mice 1 Va rie da “‘subcommittec report, ana hat, after the 
Cr niitee on Foreign Relatio id disavowed pater of the report, it was 
fi 1 1, and e proc of printing e jacket was changed from ‘sub 
comin ( T t { na Wa re of the fu COMMILLLEE further 
it vy of ic fa VOR | oO ) he MIM plEre ean rs of the com 
mil bene ‘ 1 yrred, and ypped onfor with the 
eV ‘ enied he Senator from M ‘ und 3} ew of the furthet 
fa ‘ ( 1 mmitiee | a Oke e floor of the 
™~ ‘ ’ y \\ ‘ \\ { ‘ ) tit | I vs wl 
i e TO ‘ | ( t¢ \ ( het eo s\ t I \Ti byt ) 
W ( t s e busi ‘ : 
re i i } ( ( te ’ ana i 
fra he © ! ( lof J a4 
1O50 OO77 
| | \ | Dt ( 
ry 1 4 \I 
B \ | I l i ( | I t L\ 
‘ \ ( } 
1 { | MY 
j ) ()ihy \ J } ( ‘ ( ) ; thei 
a floor a Let i ) uke 
! f yrrac ra I { Chey 
} ) } () i hye ( i! t caps in at 
\ < e fa \ e mino insel not allowed 
to ‘ { ( 1 ( se of ( yrhity) ar uf! 
ow Vn persone ff, and al assisiance o e FBI (Congressional 
R lof July 25, 1950, p. 11110 
Next are fillers entitled “United States Spends Milthons on Senseless 
Books”: “Government Using Butter for Soap’: “State Department 
Mute on Red-Held United States Ships” ‘Color Scheme”; and 
“Expensive Failures.” None of these articles requires comment 


these arty les 


Mr. Tydings is not ref 


The articles read as f 
UN STATI 
| I CG 
i ) i] S35 


Gov MENT USIN Burd 
The vVveSstiolr H Heen ma le to eonvert 
175.000.000 pounds of surp!l butter into soap 
that the whitewash failed to hid 
STA DEPARTMENT 


The State Department ré 


to clean 


indirectly tn any of 


N SENSI Book 
’ 1] ’ 
) ~ il i rin COs 
[It pri and distribut 
1 He t Ci in Watermelons 
od 1 | Sta of 4 
R FOR POAI 


ie Department of Agriculture’s 
up administration scandals 


Mure on Rep-Hetp Unrrep Sratres Suips 


cently reported that 


585 United States naval craft that our Govern 





Thev also have failed to re 
the war \ demand for ret 
not for anv of the mercha 
stands mute—in fact, duml 


‘turn 84 of the 96 m 


the So 
nent se 


erchant 


irn of only 217 of the naval 


nt ships Asked hi 


) 


CoLOR SCHEM 


WwW Core 


I 


viet still retains 459 of the 


» them in the last war 
<dthem during 
‘aft has been made. but 


the State Department 





Administration red herrings and whitewashes are making the voters blue. 
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EXPENSIVE FAILURES 


In the fiscal vears 1946 through 1950, the ad nistration sp S$O5.650.00 i) 
on national defense, vet 


in Korea 





Next is an article entitled “FBI Investiga | Tvdings on Stat 
Department Fil Then follows the subhead “Fou nnlovs 








' 7 ‘ 
admit taking lovalty matter, Dut Vlarvland > hator re Is¢ 
them 
lo show that this is absolutely a ut { follows The 
! i 1 > ’ 
tabloid article; (2) statements ol four present nd former State De 
partment en plovees whose task it Wa { rape tl lies Dress 
° : i 
] \ ! rJN.*] } ’ 
stories from the New York Herald 7 Lourie nd the Ne Yo Pin 
quoting Ave vadins to the effect that the FBI had ¢ 
"| | “ee ‘ 
files and found then compiete;: } copv ot tetter from Senato! \l 
Carthy to J. Edgar Hoover inquiring as to whether such an « 
tion of the files had been made; (5) letter from J. Edear Hoo 
\ ‘ 
Senator MeCarthy Stating that ho such eXamihnattol 
[vdings had ever been mad 
( ertainly the articie pomts out a dl boris th I oO! The 1) oO] 
Ty lal + ¢ ; | } 4 
| vdines, a deliberate attempt oOwnitew } those were IS AC 
] ! i } 
and all the tabloid did Was to disclose them 
ry. . 1] 
rhe article follows: 
FBI Inv GA p Typ! Oo STA’ | J | | | 
D\ PAKING \i g B \I Ss 
thi I [HEM 
J. Edgar Hoover f 
sv at ( i ' ] ~ 
myster yhet I chair : CQ 
tell the ti 
\\ mn osx i r Joe MeCa t ~~ C 
partmen Vas ea itrate Co i { 
he frankly admitted i pric ould not { s 
sa to cleal D rhe é hie told the S i i 
prepare | | elgthit ernie i es i ( ‘ 
yvears at rea ut I iWWpave 
\ FI I IMPLET 
MeCarthy told t Sena he State D I a 
be enough that in order to have a complete hones nvestigat 
necessary to look at all of th Cyover rie t files « j , f 
the Central Intelligence Agency, the | Xr V inte ue ’ 
Secret. Service, Civil Service, United States lovalty boards, as well as t Sta 
Department 
At first. the committee headed by Senator Tvdings appeared re i 
look into anv of these files Phe Ivdings asked his boss President ruma 
if he could look at the files of the SI cas ted bv MeCart] 
Tvdings first reported that Trumat ‘ould turn over the files | aid 
he didn’t know whether he could get them or not I} Tvdings said 
mittee would be allowed to look at only those parts of the files that wer 
State Department’s own loose-leaf filing system and ld not | a 
look at anv of the files on the individuals from ai of the seve C,over 
Investig e agen - 
rYDIN MADE CONDI »N 
What was more, Cydings announced certain cond ns bride 


Senators could look at these loose-leaf State Department fil 
1) They would have to look at them at the WI House behind ked a 
guarded doors: (2) no staff member would accompany or assist t ay 


members; and (3) no pencil notes could be taker 
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Previously, McCarthy had told the committee repeatedly that State Depart- 
ment loose-leaf files would be of no benefit because certain FBI material and 
reports of other Government investigators had been removed. McCarthy even 
gave Tydings signed and witnessed statements of four State Department emplovees 
who had worked on the job of removing and destroying everything in Department 
files which showed employees were either Communists or sex pervert 


FOUR SIGN STATEMENTS 
Following is an excerpt from one of the four statements It issigned by Paul F, 


As per instructions I received, all of the clerks on this project were to pull out 


of the files all matters considered derogatory either morally or politically The 
project was very confused but I and the other clerks pulled out of each personnel 
file any material which could be considered derogatory. This material was 
removed and some was thrown in wastebaskets by us and some was thrown in a 
cardboard box I do not recall details of each personnel file | examined, but the 


material | pulled out of the files pertained to either the morals of the person or in 

some WAN reflected on his or he r lovaltyv.”’ 

‘| vdings de ied that the files had been Lampe re d with in Spite of these Sig ed 

tatements He refused to call Paul Sullivan or any of the four who stated they 

¢ to testify under oath that they themselves had destroved material in 

State Department files He announced he was calling on the Department of 
Justice to tell him whether the files had been stripped or tampered with. 


vere WLI 








On June Tydings told newspaper reporters that ‘‘a special inquiry by the 
BI has ¢ blished as false MeCarthy’s accusations that the files had been raped, 
keleto ‘ or tampered with in anv way.”’ 


rhe matter would have ended there had not MeCarthv decided to ask J. Edgar 


Hoover, the boss of the FBI, about this Mr. Hoover, in the straightforward man- 
which had made his word as good as gold throughout the Nation, replied on 
Julv 10 this was not tr that the FBI had not made an inquiry into the files during 








the me the committee was looking at the files such as Tvdings boasted 
rhe Federal Bureau of Investigation has made no such examination,’’ G-Man 
Hoover wrote MeCarthy and therefore is not in a position to make any statement 
' he completeness or incompleteness of the State Department files 
CONTRADICTED BY HOOVER 
Hoover atement, the direct opposite of Tvdings’, was taken to the floor.of 
Senate and prese ted Of The country could see 
Had it been for J. Edgar Hoover's frank and honest report to MeCarthy 
never wi i have been know 
| ) H I etter Tyvdings made another effort to clean up the mess 
Pevt Ford, the President’s appointee i the Department of Justice, 
ybiained from the FBI copies of all FBI material previously ser ) e State 
Deparanent which should have been in the files This was proved bv a letter 
from Ford to Tvdings dated Julv 17 which Tvdings refused to show the 
1) he record A copv of tl letter Was obtained by Senator MeCart 
( ) { Va ) TES 
2. Nearlv a montt ater, July 20, afier there was ample me to insert this 
material in 1 files and after the committee had said its task was completed and 
rned the files to the State Department, the Attorney General ordered the 
FBI to examine the files, to determine whether the material which it had sent to 
Ford June 16, 1950, was now in the State Department file 
a. ae etter from Hoover dated September S—-long after the “investigation’’ 
had ended tates that the files. as examined by them not during anv of the time 
hat the committee was allegedly looking at the files but long thereafter, were then 
complet 


The following signed statements, newspaper articles and correspond- 
ence confirm the facts set forth inh the above art le. 
(SIGNED STATEMENTS) 


JuLy 11, 1950. 


I, Burney Threadgill, Jr., make this statement without any promises whatso- 
ever I make this siatement in order to tell the truth 

In the fa of 1946 1 contacted a Mr Holeombe, who was person e| placement 
ifficer fe he State Department, at the Walker-Johnson Building He advised 
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me that he would hire me only as a temporary clerk on a file project of the Siate 
Depariment files I = artied Working on State Deparime! nies a ihe Wa Ker 
Johnson Building around November 1, 1946 | worked for about 6 weeks on this 
file project, My duties were to take the file which contained the qualiifieatior of 
the Siate Department emplovees, background forms, and administrative promo 
tions, and type this informaiion on a card for that emploveer Che files wer 
brought to me and placed on my des! 

Thi projec as being performed apparenily o1 rrie or I cle j e da 
because George ( } oO is SUD s« Ve é ! proy Wa 
ote! ( y In wid ( ( 1 Ve 1 ire ( ) ( i 1 i 1 
already p ed the dead and that he ad arranged to ¢ ( 1 lead i 
that if we did not me Vv deadline 1 refl his 

L ck not } Ow or re 1 1 bhe otner erks ere lt V1 the tile petor | 
received them, because | was at a desk and had files broug yme w re | 
typed the contents on a card, as I previously stated ji i ( lor i 
that the files brought to me contained the origi: application, administrative 
forms, such as Ramspeck promotions and transfer I also recall that some very 
few contained investigative report 

| l project Wa veryv cont ed I rric¢ | i l er supe! of tne 
clerks I recall tall o one of the other cler recall fis name at thi 
Titre whe rye told Thi uti ne ! VW me of the ver ot t st 9 Depart 
ment had come to the file und remover e cd itory material wl wa 
the fie on themselve 

I was located in an office where I did not see or have reason to go into the big 
room where the files were Che followi s a plan where I was located: 

{ Diagram. | 

I have read this statement of three pages and it rue 

BuRNEY THREADGILL, Jr 
J 6. 1950 
The following informatior ive by me freely and ) tarilvy without a 
is rma because tru und I fee 
h the facets as I experic 1 thet 
ter Stree \r mn, Va., at the present rie 
1 from the [ ed State California I 
d while in Washi Oo I wa King for ot 
Buildit f Sta Departmer ut Kightee und 
Ked to a fe \ e State Department bv the 
emporar PTCA rt Thi¢ at he Wa ng 
were the departmental perso files located 
urted wo! September 1946 
as Id it | wo ‘ I on & project o 
going on for some e before I started here 
were worki ( project 
fically instructed a vhat the purpose of t 
project was, but from what I was instructed by the other clerks, | and the other 
clerks were t » co tl Meh each personnel file a ip it deroga rv material 
from the fil In addition to the usual personnel forms, the files contained all ‘ 
kinds of letter morandsa concernit e individual person \s per 
IMStructLor I ree the clert I } ( wer! » pull out of the files 
all matters considered derogatory, either morally or politically 

The project was very confused but | i the « er clerks pulled out of eac! 
personnel file any material which eould be considered derogatory his material 
was removed and some was thrown in wastebask by us and some was tl whit 
a cardboard box I don’t know what happened to the derogatory material we 
pulled out from the files, but I do know of my own | eda 2 good lot of 
it was destroved 

I do not recall detail f each personnel file I examined, | the material I pulled 

pert: ed t either the I S e pe ri ( ( f{] 

| ¥ ll ov kK report ! Dep ( 

ed f hye » pl t ») ' » | ‘ bye f ) l ¢ 
orcanizeation w ch pu ed some ‘ ( rie = repo! | oved 
the nl LI 1 dis} sed | | rked fron L¢ per ( ! 1) em de L046 
workit ! } le prow pul out 2 | ) e! ry} 
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I left on December 31, 1946, and this project on the personnel files was still not 
finished, but my temporary appointment ran out and my employment with the 
State Department ended. 

I can’t recall who the official in charge of these files was. I met him only a very 
few times, but I could easily recognize him if I saw him. : : 

I have read this statement of three pages and the facts are true to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. A 

Pau. E. SuLiivan. 

Witnessed: 

DoNALD A. SURINE. 


Juty 7, 1950. 

Che following is information I am giving freely and voluntarily without any 
promises whatsoever. I furnish this information because it is the truth. 

In August 1946 I started working as a clerk in the State Department at the 
Walker Johnson Building, at Eighteenth and New York Avenue NW., Washing- 
ton, D. C. I was assigned to a project with other clerks on the State Department 
personnel! files. We all were instructed to remove all derogatory material from 
the personnel files and we were instructed to dispose of this material. The 
derogatory material consisted of letters, memoranda, which reflected on the em- 
plovee. 

[ can’t remember any specific file because we all worked on so many files. 
But we worked on this project from August till the end of December 1946. All 
of the derogatory material in the files was destroyed or thrown away. I can’t 
recall what reason was given to me and the other clerks as to why the derogatory 
material was being pulled out of the file and destroved. 

I am furnishing this statement only in strictest confidence and furnish it for the 
purpose of information only, being assured that no publicity will be given to me 
on furnishing this statement I have read this statement of two pages and the 
facts are true 


(Signed) 


Nort Name omitted because individual still employed in State Department.) 


Jury 11, 1950. 

[, Francis Eugene O’Brien, age 25, make this statement No promises have 
been made to me to furnish this statement. If called upon I am willing to relate 
the facts in this statement. 

I reside at 1709 North Roosevelt Street in Arlington, Va., near Falls Church, 
Va. In August 1946 [ went into the Walker-Johnson Building of the State 
Department at New York Avenue and Fizhteenth Street I filled out an appli- 
cation form and started working a couple of days later on August 15, in the State 
Department personnel files. My employment was only temporary for the dura- 
tion of a file project 

I and the other clerks received instructions orally and by a form paper that we 
were to go through all the State Department personnel files and remove all 
papers, letters, memoranda, and reports except administrative forms containing 
the employee’s application, background information, and Ramspeck raises and 
administrative forms of that nature. We worked on this project removing the 
papers from the files until December 31, 1946. After all of the papers were 
removed from the files, they were thrown into wastebaskets and cardboard boxes 
The remaining administrative papers I have described remained in the files and 
the files were taken to adjoining offices next to the big file room where the infor- 
mation left in the file was typed on a card. TI can’t recall now any specific case 
but I do know that all papers, reports, memoranda which reflected on the State 
Department employee was removed from the file and disposed of in wastebaskets 
and boxes except the papers | have described I did not actually take part in 
destroying the papers but after we threw the papers in the baskets and boxes, 
the next day the room was cleared up and I presume the charwomen took care 


of emptving the baskets and boxes. I do not recall being told why we were 
stripping the files of +11 material except the administrative forms. George Copp 
was the supervisor in charge of myself and the other clerks on this project I 


recall at first George Copp stated we had to complete this project in 3 months 
I don’t see how he could possibly have estimated such a short time, but finally he 
told us that he had to extend the deadline till the end of December 1946. George 
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Copp was always telling us to hurry and get the job done otherwise he would be 
made the ‘‘goat.’”’ He said this so many times that we nicknamed him ‘The 
Goat.” 
I left the State Department in December 1946 because my temporary assign- 
ment as clerk was finished. 
| have read this statement of three pages and it is true. 
(Signed) Francts EvuGENE O’BRIEN 





NEWSPAPER ARTICLES 
[From the New York Herald Tribune of June 22, 1950 


Typines Asserts FBI CLearReEpD STATE DEPARTMENT Fites—Says CuHeck-Up 
SHowep No Loyautry-Data TAMPERING AS CHARGED BY McCartny 


By Raymond J. Blair 


WASHINGTON, June 21 \ check by the FBI has failed to substantiate Senator 
Joseph R. McCarthy’s charge that 81 State Department loyalty files have been 
“raped”’ to eliminate damaging evidence, Senator Millard E. Tydings, Democrat, 


of Maryland, said today. 

Senator Tydings is chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations subcommi 
investigating charges by Senator McCarthy, Republican, of Wisconsin, of ¢ 
munism in the State Department. The loyalty records were made available to 
the Tydings subcommittee May 4, by President Truman. Senator McCarthy 
recently charged they had been ‘‘raped, skeletonized, or tampered with’’ so that 
they did not contain all of the relevant material. 

Senator Tydings told reporters that upon hearing Senator McCarthy’s charge, 
he asked the Justice Department to investigate. Today he received the De- 
partment’s report, he said, in a letter from Peyton Ford, assistant to Attorney 
General J. Howard McGrath. 

The report said, Senator Tydings stated, that a study by FBI agents had shown 
the files were “intact”’ and that all FBI material on the 81 individuals involved, 
whom Senator McCarthy has accused of Communist leanings, was included. 

Senator Tyvdings also said that study of the files would be completed by the 
subcommittee Sunday night. It was not clear, however, whether this program 
was acceptable to all subcommittee members 


\ 


{From the New York Times of June 22} 


McCartrny Is Hetp Rerurep on Fites—Trypines Says FBI Reports Dos- 
s1eRs Not TAMPERED Wita—Grove To ENpd EXAMINATION 


By William S. White 


WASHINGTON, June 21.—Senate investigators will close on Sunday night their 
2-month examination of 81 confidential State Department loyalty files and will 
return them at once to the administration. 

This was disclosed today by Senator Millard Fk. Tydings, Democrat of Mary- 


land, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee that has been 


intermittently reading the dossiers in the White House in its investigation of 
Senator Joseph MeCarthy’s charges of communism in the State Department 
At the same time, Mr. Tydings asserted that a special inquiry by the Federal 


Bureau of Investigation had established as false Mr. MeCarthvy’s accusations 
that the files had been “raned’’ before being t irned over to the subcommittee 
A letter just received from Pevton Ford, First Assistant Attorney Ger 


stated, Senator Tvdings added, that a special inquiry made by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation produced the following results 

“That the files are intact: that they have not been ‘raped, skeletonized, or 
tampered with’ in anv way; and that the material turned over to the State 
Department by the FBI is still in the files.’’ 

“Thus,”’ Mr Tvdir s added, ‘“‘the MeCarthy charges are not sustained by the 


facts.’’ He declared himself unable to give out the text of Mr. Ford’s letter 
because it would disclose the names of some of the pe i 


study, 
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(CORRESPONDENCE) 


JUNE 27, 1950. 





J. Encar Hoover, 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Washington, D. C 


Dear Mr. Hoover: Some time ago it was publicly announced via a letter from 


Mr. Peyton Ford, Assistant United States Attorney General, that (1) the FBI 
had examined the 81 State Department lovalty files which the members of the 
Tvdings committee have been scrutinizing; and (2) that this examination by the 
FBI disclosed that the files were complete and that nothing had been removed 
retr 
Last night Fulton Lewis, Jr., in a radio program, stated that this was not true 


hat the FBI had not made an examination of the files in question 
» 


I would, therefore, greatly appreciate knowing whether or not the FBI actually 
Ss 1h question at d, if so, whether 





has conducted any type of examination of the fil 


ir Department has actually found the files to be complete with nothing having 
been removed therefrom 
I very much dislike doing anything which may even remotely involve the FBI 








i at has been developing into a rather unpleasant situation insofar as the present 

valtv investigation is coneerned However, I very strongly feel there has bee: 
too much of an attempt on the part of some to hide behind the very excellent and 
wi arned reputation of the FBI. For that reason, I believe the request for this 
information is a reasonable one 


Sineerelyv vours 


Jos McCarruy 





\iy Dear Senator: I have received vour letter dated June 27, 1950, inquit 
\ ther s Bureau has ¢ nined the SI lovalty files w h the members of the 
i ! ( tte } i peen scrut lt , i vhe tl l ! ul VA I Mor I 
| RBI lisclosed t] t the file i ecompiete wid ft t othi nas pec re 

¢ ( ire 
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| formation, the Federal Bureau of Investivat WY ed Mr. Ford 
i ( 2 record of al! lovalt sterial fur hed t State Depa nt i 
t . er 1 to For vour further informat l arn enel L copy of 
Mr. | to Senator J which ] ha 1 fro \ 
( , 

S ‘ 


I. paar Hooy 


is an article entitled “Senator Tydings’ Whitewashing Splashes 
Party.”’ This is merely a news storv, the correctness of which has 
not been questioned, and cannot be questioned 


The article follows: 
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Kennev says it makes it verv hard for a ward boss to delive 
shots of the partv in Washinetor 

Next is merely a picture of Lattimore and his traveling companions 
at Communist headquarters at Yenan, China. The descriptive 
language under the picture is as follows 


Principal figure in the whitewash probe by the 7 ! mmitte is O 
Lattimore (right With Lattimore in this pictur ake at ( e | 
munist headquarters, are (left to right) T. A. J ater 1 ed before ¢ 
i 1 ( om i j fi 1 ¢ l oO 1 P l Jalte 
tf stealing Covert ent imocuments a i \orn ‘5 ediey i 1 | { 
MacArthur’s intelligence section as a Communist spy Lat ort a 
of the facuity at Johr Hopkin Universit) 


Next, is an article entitled “Py dings Losing Maryland Supporters 
This article is self-explanatory, and I believe Mr. Tydings will not 
question it in view of the election returns 


The « rticle follow . 


Pypt I <¢ Mary Suppor 
An analvsis of Marvland Democratic pr ary \ a ri \Lillar 
Tydings is losing ground fast in the favor of | wh part 
In the Senate race Tydings received 174,143 votes Hi 


79,084. The total vote cast was 253,227 


In the governor’s race Lane received 173,769 His opponents received 205.307 
votes ora total vote cast in the gover or’ race of 379.076 
These figures show that 126,849 Marvlanders who voted in the ove! 


race failed to vote 


In the Senate race, the larges protest against a 
ever recorded in a Marvland primary 


The next article is entitled ““Tydings Has Defended Acheson Since 
1933.” If anyone questions the truth of the quote, they may refer 
to page 3484 of the Congressional Record, volume 77, part 4 

The article follow S: 


LT ypIN¢ Has DEFENDED ACHESON SIN‘ 1933 


In 1933 when Acheson’s appointment to the Treasury Department was 
heavy attack ne Senat a i s boasted o e flo I i 
man Who is now Secretary of State had represented 
Cast Congressional Record, May 16, 1933. p. 3484 

[ belie, ( oe em vill find l said Sena 

dy ( Ache appo rie¢ { na ( i in 

office 


The next article is entitled “New Deal Invited North Korean 
Invasion.”’ There is hardly any necessity for comment on this article 
as Mr. Acheson on several occasions made public statements to the 
effect that South Korea was not within our defense perimeter An 
example is Acheson’s speech on January 12, 1950, before the National 
Press Club in Washington, at which time he said: 

Our defense perimeter runs along the Aleutians to Japan and 
Rvukyus 


This policy statement by Acheson obviously ruled out any defense 
of Korea or Formosa both lying above that perimeter 
The article follows: 
New Dea Invirep NortH KOREAN INVASION 
The New Deal denied the strategic value of Korea and Formosa in January 


1950. giving notice to the Communists that this administration did 
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those areas within our line of defense. The notice gave the Communists a 
“green light’’ to invasion, and ignored a Republican demand to protect the in- 
tegrity of Formosa. 

The next is a filler entitled “Lincoln’s Warning.” It is a direct 
quotation from Abraham Lincoln, and I do not believe that would be 
one of the things which the committee would consider scurrilous. 
The quotation is as foliows: 

If this Nation is ever destroyed it will be not from without, but from within. 


The last page consists of nine pictures, with descriptive captions 
under each of them. The first is a picture of Owen Lattimore. 
Underneath it is pointed out that he admitted that he used the Soviet 
diplomatic pouch to send correspondence to Moscow, and that he 
was named as a Communist by Louis Budenz. If anyone questions 
this, he need merely look at the Tydings committee hearings.  Per- 
haps it should be noted that since ther the witnesses whom Tydings 
refused to call last vear are now being called. One of them was 
Alexander Barmine, a general in Russian military intelligence for 14 
vears. We begged Tydings to call him last vear. He refused. This 
vear the MeCarran committee called him, and Barmine testified 
that Owen Lattimore was one of their men, one of Russia’s intelligence 
men. 

Likewise, some the letters which have been picked up on the Lee 
farm in Massachusetts, which Tydings could have had last year if 
the committee had wanted them, shed a bit of light on Lattimore. 
There is one, for example, in which he says that the best solution in 
Korea is to turn it over to Communist Russia. In another he says, 
in effect, that the Institute of Pacific Relations should follow the 
Communist Party line in China, but should not use their slogans. 
He advises following Russia’s international policy in that letter also. 

The next is a picture of Philip Je ssup. The record is rather com- 
plete, from evidence presented on the floor of the Senate by the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin, and evidence presented to the comn mote. 
While the descriptive language beneath the picture merely indicate 
that he headed a publication heavily supported by Communist money 
and that he was affiliated with five Communist fronts, his actual 
record as proved is much worse. For example, while he was the 
head of the I. P. R. publication it spearheaded the Communist propa- 
ganda line on China. Also, in 1946 Jessup petitioned that we cease 
manufacturing atomic bombs, and that our atomic bomb material 
as produced be dumped in the ocean. 

Mir. Jessup also wrote the press release for the self-proclaimed 
Communist, Frederick Field, a press release describing a Communist 
front organization which Field headed in the same complimentary 
terms, almost word for word, as it was described in the Communist 
Daily Worker. 

The next is a picture of John Service. It is unnecessary to comment 
on this material, in that the truthfulness of this, as well as the ma- 
terial under Haldore Hanson’s picture and that of Gustavo Duran 
and the United States Marines is questioned by no one. 

The statement under William Remington’s picture that the Tydings’ 
committee ordered him kept on the Commerce Department’s payroll 
is incorrect. It was the President’s loyalty board, headed by Seth 
Richardson, law partner of Tydings’ father-in-law, Joseph Davies, of 
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M.ssion to Moscow fame, which ordered Remington reinstated after 
he had been discharged, when it was shown by sworn testimony that 
he was a part of I Heahe th Bentley’s spy ring. 

Senator Tydings, in his statement before the committee, claimed 
that he had no reason for accepting evidence and investigating the 
Remington case because Mr. SS aninarttin was not on the State Depart- 
ment payroll. He said, “That is why we refused the evidence on 
Remington.”’ This is untrue Let me read from the last paragraph 
of the resolution adopted wnanimously by the Senate and reproduced 
on page | of part 1 of the Tydings’ committee hearings: 


In the conduct of this study and investigation, the committee is directed 
secure by s ibpena and examine the complete lovaltv and employment file ar 
records of all the Government emplovees in the Department of State, al 


her agencies against whom charges have been heard 


Incidentally, while Remington was on the Commerce Departme 
4 | 


payroll, he was working closely with the State Departmen hae 
language of the resolution is: 
All the Government emplovees in tl Denpartmet ol a i 


agenci Ss, AZGAINSI whor chara have by newt 1 


Had Mr. Tydings taken the time to read the resolution. which 
created his own committee, he might not have made the mistake of 
screaming that he was libeled because he “had no 1 
Remit I@loNn. eS 

Remington has been convicted since his clearance by Tydings 

While this article was in error in saving that it was the Tydin .s 
committee rather than Seth Richardson’s board wi 
Remington reintsated, Tvdi igs cannot deny the fact that Remiagton 
was named by the Junior Senator from Wisconsin, that the junior 


: f re : , 4 1 4 1 
senator trom Wisconsin off ‘red the committee evidence. and that the 


Heh ordered 


committee refused to do anvthine whatsoever abou the Rem neton 
. : satnr ] arhestes O° — . bb, ye? > amit 
case. It is therefore clear that while Tvdings did not ‘‘order”’ Reming- 


ton kept on the payroll, his actions in refusing to expose this Commu- 
nist had the result of Herts y Remington on. Had the 


grand jury 
New York taken the attitude ati Tydings did, Rem 


meron \ ous | 


still be holding a top job in the Commerce Department, and working 
closely with his pals, the Ac biting mconal crowd, in the State Depart- 
ment. 

Next we come to the composite picture of Tyd 
which | have discussed in creat detail alread, 

One very valid criticism of the tabloid which might well be made 
is that, while everything in it, with the one minor exception relating 
to Remington, was absolutely true, and while it told part of a story 
which badly needed telling, it did fail to give a completely adequate 
picture of f the vicious dishonesty of “Operation Whitewash.” That 
is the only criticism I would have of the tabloid; and pe rhaps if those 
who compiled it had had more time, they could have given the com- 
plete picture. 

In that connection there follows an editorial from the Washington 


Daily News: 


1 Pp 
ings and Browder, 


UnrRUE TO HIMSELI 


The Free State of Marvland admires men of courage and independence | 
nearly 30 vears, Senator Mil lard Tvdings showed himself a man of that mee re 
and was unbeatable at the } 


Olls 
} i] 
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HH ood up to organized pressure groups of all sorts. The unorganized ma 
jority of plain middle-class folks recognized he was fighting their fight for them 
und ra d to s suppor 

irlv this vear Mr. Tvding epped out of character For some reaso til 
nexplained he stopped represeniing the patriotic independent voiers who had 
ele | 1 reele l¢ him 

i ) © ASS! n of chairman of a committe oO 1m\ 1(e sub ! ‘ 
ui i he Siate Departme und ‘ ( ‘ ul { re B he 
i} ( l 1 ( 1 tl rut i { ny 

~ lH urd \ pape hay I ) ’ » bye 

er! ( ( I no mesniv evicde e or W i was to ! ( er 
! eco afr 1 il elebraied Amerasia case s ( 945 id 
Tene ! ( ( on ”\\ me, ¢ rl Arne \ ! ! 
i lana ) ( re n i wocun s nad hee i | 
Ltt Li¢ I vd « CAM | \\ [ tie O shn P ! Vv oft 1 ‘ 
1 i | Ler ure ms ¢ rie ( ) 1 ( ) 1 { to ( | | om 
I 
; ! omm Pr lid TOHUOW ( i | eN ! ( a | l a 
mmo} tte mporca Wi ( ( | mM ( behind clo { 
ra iw esse Vil ) oO eT ! Arne i Lf om 
( ( Ir vlibi i ( led ’ ! ha ( | ot be oiher 
? 1 a her W ist 
On 1 iv, Mar qd’ 1 lent er housa marched to the 
‘ Ciiie 
\\ ! iD rel ) s dex ( 1 d 111 OF a Mm \ » Was ee L 
i ra ) Be ( ( tf po ‘ 3 | i t ( \ Ve Lilie FO 
\ is Tying oO ih 


This concludes the analysis of the tabloid. 


INVESTIGATOR FRIED 


It is more than passing strange that the conscience of the committee 
was not at all bothered hy the fact that Fried, a good friend of Tydings, 
who worked agatast and was bitterly antagonistic to Jutler and his 
campaign headquarters was hired by the subcommittee upon the sole 
recommendation of Millard Tydings. It is interesting to note that 
overnight Fried, who previously had been working in a garage, 
became such a competent investigator upon the recommendation of 
Tydings that he commanded a very high-salaried job with the sub- 
committer some blind Spots, indeed. did the subecommittes have, 

It Mey also be noted that when Fried contacted the witness Robert 
KE. Lee, he was asked whether the committee was interested in eetting 
information on Tydings’ campaign. Fried told the witness Lee that 
: 


the subeommittee had no interest whatsoever in obtaining information 
on Tydings’ campaign. 


fHe C. I TUTTLE LOAN 


In his testimony before thre Subcommittee on Privileges and Elee- 
TIONS, Tvdings had the follow me to Say concerning one of the financial 
angles of the Butler campaign: 


| ewise, ther as been widely p ! edintl pre thet t that an individual, 
who hown already to have contributed $3,000 to the Butler campaign, assumed 
of S8_000.-in addition. after tl ampsien was over, notwit! 
t t Vedera iaw p vent at perso from tribut more than 
So 000 


This reference was obviously to a contribution of Ss.) OOO made to 
he Butler campagn by one C. E. Tuttle 
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Apparently determined to make the most sensational charges, re- 
cardless of the facts, Tydings described the Tuttle transaction as a 
sample “of the moral squalor which spreads through the financial side 
of the Butler campaign.” 

Showing the most unmistakable evidence of bias or ove sight the 


Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections stated in its rey 
he Tuttle transact; hould be tr: tted to the Denar 
Lhe utltie transaction should be transmitted to the epa 


ort that 


tment o! 


Justice for such action as it deems wpproprhil 

The evidence received by the subcommittee shows clearly that Mi 
( Kk. Tuttle made a contribution of $3,000 to the Butler e Mi pve 
and subsequently, one week after the ceneral electio i, Made a loan ol 


$8,300 to the Butler headquarte rs in an effort, as the Senator from 
Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, put it, “to fund the outside obh 
| 


that were owed to the tradespeople to clean it up and get it in on 


buneh so that vou could then CO about retiring the indebtedness 
which had been funded by thes two loans.’ The senator trom 
Oklahoma, Mr \Mlonron vy. made the added observation 

It did not represent new money wu the campaigr it mer 
the money, 

To both of these factual statements, Cornelius P. Mundy, treasurer 


of the Butler campaign, replied 
That is true 


None of the testimony recelved by the subcommittee bears out its 
that Mr. C. E. Tuttle “contributed 
a total of $7,300 to the general election ¢ mMpaien of John Marshal 
Butler.” According to uncontradicted testimony, Treasurer Mundy 
paid back half of the Tuttle loan on Mareh 14, 1951 here was no 
testimony nor any indication that both parties to the transaction di 
not expect that the loan would he paid in full. 


‘ 1 ] ‘ re / 4} 4 | ry 441 ] 
It is clear from the une mtradicted testimony 1: Uf iu e 1oal 


suggestion or [vdines accusatior 


Was 2 loan it) eood faith and that no Violation ol Kederal law and no 
1 


more squalor Was Live lved in the transaction | preter to belie Vi 


that the subeommittee’s distortion and misrepresentation Of the tacts, 
which its own record disclos Ss ih re card LO this Lransaction, Was 
result ot oversicht rather than deliberate | realize that Such things 


Can happen whe ha statl Is working on the pore paravion ota rep rt 
DONALD A. SURINI 
The re port ol the subcommittee attacks the testimony ol Donald 


A. Surine. 
The report states that 


he testimony of Surine before tl ib ny conts sa wparent W I 
and knowing mi Statement of &@ materiati t rel « o the eireu stances of 

4 ' : ' 

termination Of his service br i \ d 


employment bv Senator MeC art 


‘ 


The subcommittee adduced no proof whatever which contradicts 
Surine’s testimony that he had voluntarily submitted his resignation 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation on February 7, 1950. Fur- 
thermore, the subcommittee offered no evidence to show that the 
question of why and how Surine resigned or was separated from thi 
Bureau could in any conceivable manner be material to the investiga 
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tion of the Maryland election. In fact, the acting chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. Monroney, categori- 
cally denied the materiality of the question of Surine’s testimony con- 
cerning his resignation. 

In his second appearance before the subcommittee, Tydings said: 

I am asking vou to look at the case and ask Mr. Surine why he is no longer a 


member of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and whether or not his testimony 
that he resigned voluntarily and all that is accurate, by getting the Federal Bureau 


of Investigation themselves to come up here and do it. 


In reply to this statement of Tydings, the Senator from Oklahoma 
said: 


I am sorry, Senator, but we are trving to confine ourselves to the issues in the 
Maryland election case. The use of this hearing to bring in extraneous matters 
not connected with the facts material to the Mervland ease is not what we intend 
todo. I believe the committee is rather unanimous in that opinion 


To even the casual observer it seems more than passing strange that 
the subcommittee on the one hand registers a completely blind and 
deaf spot insofar as the usual testimony and activities of Fedder were 
concerned, and on the other hand recommends that the Justice De- 
partment take action against a pentane honest and truthful 
young man who, it was shown, was cited by J. Edgar Hoover for 10 
vears of outstanding service with the FBI. U nusual though the logic 
of it is, the committee evidently took this action because Surine did 
not volunteer to the committee the immaterial story of why he sub- 
mitted his resignation to the FBI, the subcommittee never having 
asked him for the information at the time. When the subcommittee 
called him back and asked him why he had resigned, even though the 
chairman had previously stated to Tydings that this was completely 
immaterial and had no bearing on the Maryland campaign, Surine 
then went into the subject with the subcommittee. 


f[HE CASE OF WILLIAM FEDDER 


William Fedder, operator of a small printing, mailing, and distrib- 
uting concern in Baltimore, was the main prop of Millard Tydings’ 
wild charges before the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections. 

Kedder’s own testimony before the subcommittee leaves no room for 
doubt on the question of whether he is honest or dishonest, a truthful 
man or a perjurer. 

Some time after election day November 7, 1950 Tydings, Fedder, 
and Fried vot tovether in the former’s office. ‘Tvdings eme reed from 
this meeting with accusations about a “Chicago gangland midnight 
ride.” Fedder came out with a story of threats and intimidation 
which was completely shattered by his own admissions on the witness 
stand. As for Fried, the upshot of the meeting was that he got a job 
as investigator with the Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections. 

Kedder purportedly worked for the Butler headquarters during the 
election campaign—at least, he received substantial payments for 
services which he promised to perform. The record of testimony taken 
by the subcommittee established beyond dispute the fact that Fedder 
attempted wholesale swindling of the Butler campaign headquarters. 
While professing to work for the candidacy of Senator Butler and while 
receiving remuneration for pretending to do so, Fedder was actually 
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working in the interests of Millard Tydings. For example, his testi- 
mony and the testimony of Christopher shows the secret, unauthorized 
destruction of hundreds of thousands of copies of campaign material 
which he was paid to distribute. The question naturally arises: At 
what dates, under what circumstances, and for what conside rations 
did Tydings or his agents make their first contacts with Fedder' 

Ex-Senator Tydings in his first appearance before the subcommittee 
indicated the importance to him and his charges of the testimony of 
William H. Fedder. William Fedder followed the appearance of Tyvd- 
ings, who in his testimony suggested Fedder as one of the principal 
witnesses for the committee to call. Fedder in substance testified that 
he performed approximate ly $18,000 worth of services for the Butler 
campaign headquarters. Fedder outlined in detail the services, among 
them being the distribution of the tabloid, From the Rein Kedder 
further testified he had undertaken the addressing and Stamping of 
Butler campaign postcards. In connection with this latter project 
Fedder charged that his wife was threatened by telephone by one 
Ewell Moore, a part-time emplovee of Senator McCarthy, and George 
Nilles, a volunteer campaign worker. He further charged that Moore, 
Niles, and Donald A. Surine had ‘‘taken him for a ride’’ and ‘‘threat- 
ened him” between the hours of 1 a. m. and 6 a. m. November 6, 
L950. 

In view of the extensiveness and obvious impli ications of the testi- 
mony of William Fedder in relation to the charges made by ex- 
Senator Millard Tydings, the testimony of William Fedder is being 
dealt with at some length both as to its er dibility and its relevancy 
to the original charges made by Tydings. His testimony taken under 
oath before the subcommittee is replete with contradictions, conflicts, 
and discrepancies 

Under oath, William Fedder testified to the authenticity of an 
invoice which he had sent to the John Marshall Butler headquarters, 
billing them for distributing 169,000 copies of the tabloid and mailing 
134,206 copies. This, according to the testimony of Fedder and the 
invoice which he p laced in the record, made a total of 303,206 tabloids 
for which he received payment. 

It should be kept in mind that Fedder received a total of 500,000 
tabloids. He received pay and postage for di iaibanies ig 303,206 copies, 
and the testimony of Fedder and the other man, who destroyed them, 
showed that they destroved 400,000, showing that the Butler campaign 
headquarters was swindled and cheated for the postage and distribu- 
tion charges in connection with the distribution of 203,206 copies. 

In this connection the following testimony appears in the transcript 
of the subcommittee hearings: 

Ir. McDermott. Did you have any occasion to deal with a man by the name 
of William Christopher? 

Mr. Fepvprer. Yes; on one occasion, and I have an item that I want to enter in 


evidence, that I want to back up my statement. On Saturday, November 4 
before election thé was at the time that I said I had gone to the Butler head- 
quarters, and I ti ose in my post-office receipts, and Mr. Christopher was there. 
He was operating a sound truck for them, and Mrs. Van Dyke asked me to give 
Mr. Christopher 10,000 of the circulars, Why, Senator?, and 10, ao f the oie lars, 
The Family Story of Butler, and I gave Mr. Christopher my « 7 id him to 


meet me in my shop in 10 minutes, and I will be there and to him. 
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Now, these 20,000 pieces if sold for junk would sell for between two and a half 
three dollar That was my only dealing with Mr. Christopher, and I made 
n sign @ receipt for what he got He got none of the tabloids, From the Record. 


He got 10,000, Why, Senator?, and 10,000, Family Story of Butler, and I offer that. 





Later: 


Mir. MceDerrmorr. What did you do with the tabloids that were left over, and 
ich vou referred in your conversation with Mrs. Van Dyke? 

Mr. ] eR. To the best of mv recollection thev were sent in my own trucks 

er to the dump or to the nemerator, and disposed of 

NIy VicDy RMOT'T Now, in addition to the 20,000 pieces of campaign literature, 


t receipt of which you have presented to us, and which indicates you turned 
‘ er to Ont tophe I lo vou know whethe , he rol he ld Ol any add tionsl SO Pl1esr ¢ { 
. {at vour plant? 


Mr. Fepper. He was never at my plant since that time or before that time 
Phat was the only time he was in the plant, and I had not seen him since that day, 
I saw him here Tuesday when I was in this room 
Mir. McDermorr. Could he have been there without vour knowledge? 


\T } 
Mir. Fepper. No, I checked around 


senator SMITH And that left approximately 200,000 What became of those? 
Mi Kinpp rR They were sent to the dump or mcmerator 

senator Smivu. All of those? 

\Ir. } ER. We cave none of them to Mr Christopher except this time of the 


20 O00 


In testimony taken under oath from William J. Christopher, who 
was friendly to Fedder, it is important to note that his testimony 
flatly contradicts that of William Fedder, on the question of whether 
Fedder distributed 303,206 copies of the tabloid which he was paid 
to distribute. The testimony of Mr. Christopher, bearing on the 
destruction of the tabloids is as follows—and let me point out that 
Fedder said under oath he never gave any tabloids to Christopher 


\ Vie Drruvo ko vou re ery that was? 
\I ) | le { | Id oft tell y It \ mn { olUpt ) 
, 1a ) yDaAien ( ! 
VieD ( | Ve OW iow ? \ copies V\ ) 1 Dp l \I 
] ys » 
{ Pt} I No Tor na ys | ruld ve ind t ! 
I ID ) 
Later 
Hi 
(‘Hy OPI | Jude from the first load. arou 1 abou 200 COO conte 
| | mr. You mi 200.000 each trip? 
{ IER VO. l 100.000 to a load 
\ 1) my LOO OOO Ft vc? 
\ ( | i} | Id vyhout LOO0.000 ¢ load 
| ‘ ctor W T yiit { vty i t ) 
Mr. Cin OPHER, No, s L dk Vv anvtl out ft naterial a 
\1 | Sy vf \ { : } 1 2 irat \ 1 cdistir from 
, ’ \! Pedder had { , t t true? 
(‘HRI O f \bsc ( 
Later 
\ly } bid ( t wry +} ’ j ’ ¢ } id 
) t ( t ft ( qd 1? 
\I rt ! Ne 


C} ristoph r thereafter testified that he did not distribute any of the 
above 200,000 copies of the tabloid but destroved ‘oll coples of the 


tabloid | could rel rh\ hands on 
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campaign manager could find time to give the Fedder ¢ 
attention. 


Perhaps the Stute’s attomey who so diligently prose uted the Butler 


ise some 


The sworn testimony oi KFedder’s attempt to steal stamps and charge 
for writing 50,000 post cards, when he finally admitted having written 
oniv 11,000, throws additional ight on the morals and integrity of th 
man upon whom Tvdines based his cas weaINst the Senator trom 
Marvland, Mr. Butler 

Tvdings chat ed that Kedder had been taken on a **¢ hicago fane- 
land midnicht ride”’ by Donald A Surine, Kw I] \loor : both Ol who 1 


worked for senator JO eph R Ned ‘arthy al d Cseorge Nill : \ 
i 


cording LO iY testimony of Surine, \ oOore, a | Nilles they roc 
around the citv of Baltimore with Fedder between the heurs of 2:30 
and 6:30 a. m. on Monday morning, November 6 O50. for th 
sole purpose of picking up post cards and post: a4 vmps au Lricl 

dire Lion of I: adaer It should be une rstood lt { Ke i iI - 
line of busing farmed out the work of addr ne and affixn 

po tage stamps Lo post cards and that the homes in wh h this work 
was done were numerous and widely seattered throughout the « 


Without eiving any reason therefore, the Subcommittee on Privileges 
and Elections finds the testimony of Surine, Moore, and Nilles “uncon- 
vineine’”’ on this point. While It Was suggest d Lo the subcommut tec 





1 ' 1 
that thev call upon the various people writing cards who saw the four 
;] > we \ : 
men together, in Baltimore between 2:30 and 6 a. m., on November 6 
<9 ‘ ! fy] ! 
the committee adi not call upon anv o nese persons ) ppear Delo 
them for questioning 
‘ PS { 1} \ ‘ ‘ 
Ln fact the Senator from Oklahoma V1 lon T Vo. actin Phihl 
, | ; i ‘ i 
men ot the subcomiittee wppare ntiv thndime tire sto Ol Vio} 
threats and MtimIadAation on this ride somewhat tantastr questior 
a a 
Kedder ns follow ~ 
Senator MONRONB) hat vou were under exa natio ) 
whole ride? 
Mr. Fepper. That is right 
Senator MONRON rt had been no pl ad 
Mr. Fepper. No physical violence 
Senator MONRON! But vou were subject 
sav the least; is that it? 
Mr. Fepper. That is right 
Senator Monronby. Part of that time were vou, as they have since used 
language, were vou accused of trying to cheat and defraud and rob the B 


campaign? 

Mr. Fepper. That is the type of language they used 

Senator Monroney. Do you recall any other language that thev used in the 
course of the ride? 

Mr. Fepper. I don’t recall any. 

Senator MonRoNEY. Was there any threat of prosecution 

Mr. Fepper. No; I never heard anything like that at all 

Senator Monroney. Were there any threats of exposure that some of thes¢ 
things vou said you had done, they claimed you hadn't done? 

Mr. Fepper. No: I was not worried about anything like that 

Senator Monroney. I just wondered if, during that cross-examination, if they 
had accused vou or anything like that 

Mr. Fepper. [I know of no threats or accusations or promises, or anvthing 
about that, and I was not worried about that 


Thus, the “kidnap victim” repudiated his original charge of kid- 
naping and Tydings’ screaming description of a “Chicago gangland 
ride,”’ which story first reached the public after a conference in Tydings’ 
office of Tyvdings, Fedder, and Fried, which was then exposed by 








‘ 
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Drew Pearson as an example of “dishonest Chicago gangland tactics 
in the Maryland campaign.’’ The subcommittee, however, is still 
“unconvinced” that there was no kidnaping. 


JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER 


I am unaware of a candidate anywhere in this Nation who conducted 
a more honest, straightforward, and intelligent campaign than did the 
Senator from Maryland, Mr. Butler. In fact, even though the sub- 
committee has examined every detail of the campaign, it has been 
unable to find a single time or place where the Senator from Maryland 
ever said or did anything which was untrue or which was not in keep- 
ing with the highest traditions of Americanism. 


MCCARTHY CORRESPONDENCI 


On page 23 the subcommittee stated: 


This subcommittee extended an invitation to Senator McCarthy to appear 
before it and renewed that invitation subsequent to the testimony of Mrs. Miller 
Senator McCarthy did not appear before the subcommittee in response to that 
invitation or otherwise, nor did he avail the subcommittee of any testimony rela- 
tive to this phase of the subcommittee’s investigation. 


In view of that statement on the part of the committee, I wish to 
read into the record the correspondence which I had with the sub- 
committee. 

The first letter which I wish to read 1s as follows: 

Marcu 12, 1951 


Hon. A. S. Monroney, 
l'nited States Senate, Washington, pp. £). 
Dear Mike: I received letter from you this morning in which you extend to 
me an opportunity to appear at your hearings on the Tydings election. 
1 am not seeking an opportunity to appear, but will be glad to do so if you or 
any of the members of the committee or counsel have any questions which you 


care to ask me. Incidentally, I don’t expect to be available on Thursday after- 
noon, Friday, or Saturday of this week; other than that I shall be available at 
almost any time. 


Sincerely yours, 
Jor McCartrny 

The next letter is as follows: 

APRIL 6, 1951. 
Senator A. 8S. MONRONEY, 
Senate Office Ruilding, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MonroONEY: This is to acknowledge receipt of vour letter of 
March 30, in which vou state that the subcommittee understands I do not wish 
an opportunity to appear in connection with the Maryland hearings. 

I have not read any of the testimony taken before the committee except those 
portions reported in the newspaper, nor have I attended the hearings except for 
about 1 hour For that reason, IT am not too thoroughly acquainted with the 
testimony giver If the committee feels there was any credible evidence that 
adversely reflects upon my staff or any credible evidence to indicate that any- 
thing improper was done by either me or my staff in the Marvland election, then 
I naturally would want to be ealled by your committee so as to go into such 
matters in detail 

There is, of course, no secret about the fact that I was extremely interested in 
defeating Senator Tydings, who was in my opinion the symbol of the whitewash 


and cover-up of people dangerous to this country. I feel that it was a great 
er-uy peoy oe 8 ee oo 

victory for the people of Marvland and for the people of this Nation when Tydings 
went down in a well-deserved defeat. Unfortunately, the entire picture of 


Tydings’ mishandling of the investigation of Communists and fellow travelers in 








Se eee ese seeesseeeenssseescr 





MARYLAND SENATORIAL ELECTION OF 1950 7 


Government was not brought to the attention of all of the people of Maryland, 
or his defeat would have been by a much greater margin. 

I think the Nation owes a vote of thanks to the people of Maryland and to all 
who took part in exposing Tydings’ activities. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Jor McCarrny. 

I include the above letters in this report to show that | was available 

to the committee at any and all times and so notified the committee. 


JON M. JONKEL 


The report very vigorously pillories Jon M. Jonkel, a professional 
public relations counsel, who was legally and properly hired by the 
Butler campaign committee. Unfortunately, Jonkel was not a 
lawver and violated some technical rules of the Maryland elections 
laws in regard to filing. There is no evidence whatsoever that he was 
guilty of any moral wrong. In fact, had Jonkel followed the proper 
bookkeeping procedures, which by oversight he did not, and had he 
not technically violated the Maryland election laws by failing to 
register as campaign manager, the results of the M: urvland election 
would not have been any different. It was shown that the campaign 
contributions which Jonkel was late in listing were all legally and 
properly collected and expended. All of the evidence indicates that 
he is a young man of jntelligence, honesty, and ability, whose “crime”’ 
was that he helped to defeat Millard Tydings 


FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE BOTH SIDES OF MARYLAND CAMPAIGN 


One of the major failures of the subcommittee was its complete 
failure to investigate any phase of the Tydings half of the Maryland 
campaign. Apparently painfully aware of this failure, the subcom- 
mittee on the opening page of the report makes the following statement: 

This hearing subcommittee was appointed to investigate and hold hearings on 
complaints made with respect to the 1950 Maryland senatorial general election 
and to make a report to the full Subcommittee on Privileges and Elections. 

This statement is, of course, untrue. The Subcommittee on Priv- 
ileges and Elections is a permanent subcommittee of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, and has the power and duty to investigate 
irregularities in any senatorial campaign. No action of either the 
Senate or the Rules Committee as a whole restricted the subcom- 
mittee to investigate only ‘‘complaints made with respect to the 1950 
Maryland senatorial general election.’’ In fact, subsequent to the 
time that Senator Butler appeared before the committee and asked 
that the committee notify him of any charges against him, it was 
publicly stated in the name of the committee (which went uncon- 
tradicted by any member of the committee) that the committee was 
going to investigate all phases of not only the Maryland election but 
campaign practices in other States also, in order to recommend 
necessary remedial legislation. 

When the subcommittee’s report was brought to the full Committee 
on Rules and Administration, I asked Senator Monroney, chairman, 
of the subcommittee, whether he did not feel that the committee’s job 
was incomplete in that the Tydings phase of the campaign had re- 


MARYLAND 


ceived no attention 


SENATORIAL 


whatsoever from 


ELECTION 


the 


OF 1950 


At that 


subcommittee. 


time, Senator Monroney made the statement that the minority counsel 
could have investigated Tydings’ campaign if he saw fit. 

It is strongly recommended that the precedent established by this 
committee in this respect be repudiated by succeeding Senate Sub- 
committees on Elections and Privileges for, if this precedent is fol- 
lowed, it will mean that during Republican administrations only the 


campaign tactics 


of 


Democrats will 


be 


investigated, and during 


~* 


Democrat administrations only the campaign tactics of Republicans 
a practice that is dangerous and unwise beyond 


will be investigated 


words 


Perhaps the best analvsis of the subcommittee’s report is contained 
following excerpt from George Sokolsky *s radio broadeast of 
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